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Current Topics. 


The Long Vacation Judges. 

Ir 1s announced that Mr. Justice Bray and Mr. Justice A. T. 
LawreEnce will be the two Long Vacation judges, and that the 
latter judge will attend during the first part, and the former 
judge will take the second part, of the vacation. 


The New Director of Legal Studies. 


Tue Covnoit of Legal Education have followed the example of 
the Law Society in appointing a principal of their law school, 
under the title of Director of Legal Studies, and have selected 
Mr. W. Buiaxe Opegrs, LL.D., K.C., for the post. 


Mr. Justice Farwell’s Witness Actions. 

Mr. Justice Warrrmncton announced on Wednesday that in 
consequence of the cessation of Mr. Justice Farwex’s list of 
causes and matters, owing to that judge sitting on the South 
African War Stores Commission, he (Mr. Justice Warrrneron) 
would devote Wednesdays and Thursdays in the next and the 
following week to the hearing of such witness actions in Mr. 
Justice Farwe t's list as were not long. 


Proof of Domicil in Divorce Causes. 


WE print elsewhere a draft new rule with respect to Divorce 
and Matrimonial Causes. It requires that in such causes the 
petition shall state the description of the husband and the place 
of residence, and the domicil of the parties to the marriage at 
the time of the institution of the suit. We presume that this is 
connected with the remark which Mr. Justice Barcrave Deane 
is reported to have made recently, that he had received the 
most specific instructions from the Lord Chancellor to grant no 
decree in a suit unless the English domicil of the parties were 
clearly established. It appears that some _ ago a decree 
was granted where the parties had an Irish domicil, and so were 
not within the jurisdiction of the court, and a private Act has 
been required to set matters right. It isa Little 1 novel to hear 
of the Lord Chancellor giving 5 
to the exercise of his jurisdiction, and the practice will be put 
on a proper footing by the new rule. The domicil must be 
alleged, and this, of course, will necessitate also its being proved. 
We understand that the new rule will come into force on the 


ial instructions to a judge as 





24th of October next. 
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The Public Trustee Bill. 

THE pisoussion upon the Public Trustee and Executor Bill 
was continued in the House of Commons on the 7th inst., and 
the further amendments which have been introduced shew how 
necessary it was that the measure should be rigorously examined. 
It has been already altered in several important points, and the 
Solicitor-General,finding that the measure was seriously imperilled 
by his attempt to force it through the House in its original crude 
shape, has, we gather from the report, shewed a more compliant 
temper. It will now be necessary to give notice, where practic- 
able, of a proposed appointment of the public trustee to all 
beneficiaries residing in the United Kingdom whose addresses 
are known to the persons moving in the matter, and thus the 
previous amendment, which allows such persons to object to 
the appointment, and in ordinary cases to prevent it, is made 
effective. It was proposed by the Bill, as it left the Standing 
Committee, to give the public trustee a right to administration 
equally with other persons entitled. This is one of the points in 
which the Solicitor-General has seen the expediency of being 
reasonable, and now it is declared that as between the public 
trustee and the widower, widow, or next-of-kin of the deceased, 
the widower, widow, or next-of-kin shall be preferred, unless for 
good cause shewn to the contrary. An interesting discussion 
took _ upon the liability of the consolidated fund to make 
good losses caused by the public trustee. The Bill confines this 
to liability arising out of “ fraud or negligence,” but it is by no 
means clear that this is co-extensive with the liabilities of ordi- 
nary trustees. An ordinary trustee is liable for breach of trust, 
but this certainly need not be fraudulent, nor need it be negligent. 
A mistaken construction of an instrument, for instance, renders 
a private trustee liable, but there may not be any negligence. 
An important point was gained by the admission of an amend- 
ment that the public trustee should not decline to accept any 
trust on the ground only of the small value of the trust property. 
The further progress of the Bill, so far as the House of 
Commons is concerned, depends very much on the arrange- 
ment of other business, but should it get through that assembly, 
it bevy thanks to the present effort, have been very materially 

m , 


Relief Against Breach of Trust. 


Tue supcment of the Privy Council in National Trustees 
Company of Australasia (Limited) v. General Finance Company of 
Australasia (Limited) (1905, A. C. 873) gives an important 
exposition of the liabilities of trustees who have committed a 
breach of trust through relying upon erroneous legal advice, and 
it is interesting to notice that the judgment was delivered by Sir 
Forp Norrz. The respondents were the assignees of the in- 
terest of a husband in his deceased wife’s share of a trust fund. 
The wife died in 1876 intestate, and as the law of Victoria then 
stood, her whole personal estate went to her husband. In 1884 
the law was altered, and in a case after that Act the property 
would be divisible—one third to the husband and two 
thirds to the children. The appellant company were the 
trustees of the fund, and upon distributing it in 1897, their 
solicitors advised them in accordance with the Act of 1884, 
so that they paid two thirds to the children, and, questions being 
raised as to the validity of the assignment to the respondents, 
the remaining third was paid into court. The respondents were 
informed of this, and they took no immediate steps to ascertain 
their rights ; but subsequently they discovered that the division 
was erroneous, and in 1902 they claimed payment from the 
Trustees Co. of the whole of the share. That company alleged 
in defence that they were protected by the legal advice which 
they had taken; that the claimants were estopped by their 
acquiescence ; and that the Trustees Co. was entitled to relief 
under the Victorian Trusts Act, 1901, which contains a provision 
similar to section 3 of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896. 


The Liability of Trust Companies. 


Somz co1ovr is given to a claim by a trustee to be protected 
against the consequences of mistaken legal advice by the rule of 
Speight v. Gaunt (9 App. Cas. 1) that a trustee is not liable for 
the acts of others whom he employs in the ordinary course of 
business. But the analogy is not very close, and it was held by 
Lord Revgsparz in Doyle vy. Blake (2 Sch. & Let., p. 243) that 


a trustee is liable for what he actually does, irrespective of the 
advice which he receives. “If,” it was said, “under the begt 
advice he could procure, he acts wrongly, it is his misfortune; 
but public policy requires that he should be the person to suffer,” 
It is, of course, on account of this liability that the court enco 
trustees to take its opinion in any matter of doubt. And the second 
defence was also futile. The Finance Co. had not investigated 
their title to the fund, and had not, upon full knowledge of the 
facts, concurred in the distribution of the fund. But the most 
important part of the judgment lies in its application of the 
principle of section 3 of the Judicial Trustees Act to the case of 
a trustee company. Under that section the court may relieve a 
trustee against the consequences of a breach of trust, if it appears 
that the trustee ‘‘ acted reasonably and honestly and ought fairl 
to be excused for the breach of trust.” In the present case it 
was allowed that the Trustees Co. acted reasonably and 
honestly ; but it was necessary for them also to shew that 
they ought fairly to be excused, and here the Judicial 
Committee declined to help them, largely upon the ground 
that they were paid trustees. ‘The position,” it was said, “of 
a joint stock company which undertakes to perform for reward 
services it can only perform through its agents, and which has 
been misled by those agents to misapply a fund under its charge, 
is widely different from that of a private person acting as 
gratuitous trustee.” The distribution of the fund had bee 
made by the Trustees Co. in the course of their business, 
and though they were not excluded altogether from the remedial 
provision of the statute, yet their position as paid trustees was 
a circumstance to be taken into account, and, together with the 
fact that they had taken no steps to recover the trust fund, it 
was fatal to their right of relief. This is the first time, we 
believe, that this view as to the liability of trust companies has 
been enunciated. 


Purchasers Under Forged Transfers. 


WE print elsewhere letters from correspondents raising ques- 
tions suggested by the recent decision of the House of Lords in 
Sheffield Corporation v. Barclay & Co. (ante, p. 617), upon which we 
commented last week. It is suggested by one correspondent that 
Hownywit1, whose stock had been fraudulently transferred, should 
have sued Messrs. Barciay & Co., or, that if it was necessary to 
sue the corporation in the first instance, yet that the corporation 
should have joined Messrs. Barctay & Co. asa third party. We 
imagine that under such circumstances an action would not lie 
against the innocent transferee directly. The transferee here 
was Mr, E. E. Barcray, and not his firm, but that is perhaps not 
very material. The cause of action is the actual removal of 
the stockholder’s name from the register, and this is done by 
the company. As to third party procedure, this would 
probably be adopted in any similar case in the future, and in the 
Annual Practice (1905, p. 198), the decision of, Lord ALvERsToNs, 
C.J., in the present case is quoted as shewing that the corpora- 
tion’s right of indemnity is suitable for such procedure. But 
prior to that decision the right of indemnity was quite novel, 
and it was probably for this reason that the claim to it was 
raised in a separate action. Our other correspondent suggests 
that the practical difficulty caused by the House of Lords decision 
might be met by the institution of a “ common transferee,” who 
would, we presume, take the risk for a consideration and then 
pass on the shares to the real purchasers. The plan opens out 
a pleasing prospect of half-crowns for the unemployed, but we 
fear it would fail to attain the desired end. The real purchaser's 
certificate only protects him when it operates as an estoppel 
against the company, but ex hypothesi the purchaser would know 

the facts and there would be no estoppel. 


Payment of Application Cheques before Allotment, 

Tux Court of Appeal has affirmed the-decision of Swavrey 
Eapy, J., in Mears v. Western Canada Pulp and Paper Co. 
(Limited) (reported elsewhere) with respect to the necessity of 
clearing cheques sent with applications for shares before going 
to allotment. Section 4 of the Companies Act, 1900, provides 
that no allotment of share capital offered to the public for sub- 
scription shall be made unless the amount fixed as the minimum 
subscription on which the directors may proceed to allotment 
has been subscribed, and the sum payable on application for the 





amount so fixed “has been paid to and received by the com- 
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y.’ The amount payable on application is not to be less 
ee per cent. of the nominal value of the shares. In the 
present case the company had a capital of £450,000 divided 
into 300,000 preference shares of £1 each and 150,000 
ordinary shares of £1 each. A prospectus was issued 
offering the whole of the preference shares for subscription, 
and stating that 200,000 of these shares was the minimum 
subscription on which the directors would proceed to allotment. 
The amount payable on application was 2s. 6d. per share. Appli- 
cations for 200,000 shares were received and the directors pro- 
geded to allotment on the 12th of May last, but at that time a 
considerable number of the cheques forwarded with the appli- 
cations had not been cleared, and three of them, amounting to 
£500, were in fact dishonoured, though they were afterwards 
taken up and the amounts paid to the company. Under these 
circumstances the question arose whether the sums payable on 
application for the minimum subscription had been paid to and 
received by the company within the meaning of section 4, so 
as to make the allotment regular. The point appears to 
be a simple one, and it has been held both, by Swinrzn 
Eavy, J., and the Court of Appeal, that there had been 
on the crucial day—the 12th of May—mno payment and 
receipt. It appears that in a Scotch case, quoted in the report 
as The Glasgow Pavilion (Limited) (5 Fraser 116), where all the 
cheques were duly met after the day of allotment, the section 
was held to be satisfied; but even if payment by cheque is pay- 
ment within the section where the cheque is honoured—and this 
the Court of Appeal left open—it can hardly be the same where 
the cheque is dishonoured. A cheque operates only as condi- 
tional payment, and on dishonour the condition is not satisfied, 
and there is no payment at all. The subsequent payment of the 
cheque is a separate transaction. In future it will be esseutial 
for directors not to go to allotment until the proceeds of all the 
application cheques have been received by the company’s bankers. 


Forged Transfers of Stock. 


Waitrne on the subject of the recent decision of the Honse 
of Lords in Mayor of Sheffield v. Barclay (ante, p. 617), which 
we discussed last week, an esteemed correspondent says: ‘‘ The 
decision of Lord Atverstonz, O.J. (51 . R. 204; 1903, 1 
K. B. 1), was reversed by the Court of Appeal (52 W. R: 54; 
1903, 2 K. B. 580), on the ground that, although the reason 
given by the Chief Justice for his decision might have been sound 
asa general principle, yet here the corporation in registering the 
transfer was acting under a statutory duty and not voluntarily 
by reason of the bank’s request, and, therefore, there was no 
implied contract by the bank to indemnify the corporation. 
This is hardly a very convincing argumefit. On broad 
principles it is hard to see why there is not a contract 
to indemnify implied in a request to a person to do some- 
thing which it is his duty to do, if such a contract ts 
implied in such a request where the person requested has an option 
sither to refuse or to grant the request. The authorities on the 
question are, however, somewhat conflicting and confusing, and 
the decision of the House of Lords, restoring the judgment of the 
Chief Justice and reversing the Court of Appeal, puts the matter 
oa simple footing. In the case of Dugdale v. Lovering 
(L. R. 10 ©. P. 196) counsel (afterwards Cavs, J.) stated in argu- 
ment the following proposition: ‘It is a general principle of law 
that when an act is done by one person at the request of another, 
which act is not in itself manifestly tortious to the knowledge of 
the person doing it, and such act turns out to be injurious to the 
rights of a third party, the person doing it is entitled to an 
indemnity from him who requested that it should be done.’ 
This was cited by the Lord Chancellor as a correct statement of 
the law and the principle applicable to the case. The distinc- 
tion, therefore, made by the Court of Appeal between doing a 
Voluntary act and doing one which there is a duty to do, is not 
approvea of. Applying this principle to the case, the corporation 
Were entitled to the indemnity they asked for; but Lord Davry 
Went further, and expressed it to be his opinion that any person 
bringing a transfer to be registered warrants that the transfer is 
genuine, The learned lord, when at the bar, advanced the same 
pinion in argument in the case of Simm vy. Anglo-American 

tlegraph Co. (5 Q. B. D, 188), and the opinion is one which 
seems to be eminently reasonable,” 





ipa, oe Registration of Agencies for Domestic 
ervants. 

No cxass of persons want protection more than friendless 
girls in London, and, therefore, it is a matter of much satisfac- 
tion to see an attempt being made by the London County 
Council to remove one of the greatest dangers to this class. By 
their General Powers Bill, now before Parliament, the Council 
are seeking powers for the compulsory registration of agencies 
for finding situations for domestic servants and governesses. 
Of course, there are many excellent and unexceptional businesses 
of this sort carried on in London. Registration will not hurt 
them—quite the reverse, probably—and there seems little reason 
to believe that opposition to the scheme will come from them. 
It is, however, fairly well known that there are many institutions 
in London which are of the most objectionable type. The 
object of some of them is merely the getting of money by means 
of various petty frauds and extortions. Others, however, exist 
for much worse purposes, and, under the guise of 
servants’ registries procure girls for immoral purposes. 
Girls of eighteen or twenty years of age, brought 
up from the country in answer to cunning and fraudulent 
advertisements, are probably the most helpless creatures 
imaginable. The little money they bring with them 
is soon gone, paid away in “‘ fees.” When her money is spent, 
a girl is often detained in a registry office by the owner refusing 
to allow her to remove her box or any of her property until she 
has paid for board and lodging. She is finally either turned 
out in a state of destitution, or persuaded to adopt a mode of 
life which ends in her utter ruin. In any case she has no idea 
of where to find advice or how to obtain redress, and her 
oppressors probably go scot free. Occasionally, however, 
proceedings are taken against the proprietor of one of these 
bogus agencies. Then the facts come to light and a term of 
imprisonment results. There is nothing, however, to prevent 
such a person from opening an agency again the day he comes 
out of prison, and in a few days he will be in receipt of large 
numbers of small sums paid for the most part by poor girls 
deceived by lying advertisements. Cases have been exposed 
where such persons have received hundreds of fees of five 
shillings each, when all the time they had no situations to offer. 
If the county council obtain the powers they are seeking, these 
persons will find it difficult in the future to carry on their 
nefarious practices. No one will be allowed to carry on an 
agency in London unless registered; a conviction will entail 
removal from the register, and a magistrate will have power at 
any time to order removal on complaint being made of 
misconduct in the management of the business. 



















































Actions Against Railway Companies. 


Ir 1s, of course, out of the question to expect that Parliament 
will make any change in the existing state of things, but it is 

rfectly clear that, from the point of view of abstract justice, a 
judge and jury do not always form a satisfactory tribunal for 
the trial of an issue between an individual and a great corpora- 
tion. We particularly refer to actions for personal injuries 
against railway companies. Verdicts are constantly being found 
against railway companies which certainly would be very 
different if a private individual were the defendant. Of course, 
in theory, verdicts against the weight of the evidence may be set 
aside by the Court of Appeal, but in practice it is found that 
only in a very few cases will that court interfere. In fact it is 
not too much to say that whenever a person receives an injury 
on a railway, however much he may have brought about his 
injuries by his own negligence, he has an excellent chance of 
winning and keeping a verdict against the company. A good 
example of this is supplied by the case of Glasscock v. London, 
Tilbury, and Southend Railway Co. (19 T. L. R. 305). The 

aintiff was a passenger in a_ train too long for the 
platform of the station to which she had booked. As soon 
as the train stopped, and before the guard had time to 
leave his van, she jumped out of the carriage, which was not 
alongside the platform, and was injured. The jury found that 
she could have avoided the accident if she had looked, but that 
= not looked. Preapiieee they found that —y was ae 
negligent, and that the company were negligent, and gave her 
substantial damages. The Court of Appeal and the House of 
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Lords refused to interfere with their verdict. The defendant 
company, however, had better luck in the recent case of Holt v. 
Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. In this case the plaintiff 
was injured in attempting to cross a line, at a level crossing at 
a station, in front of an engine blowing off steam, so that he could 
not see the further line nor hear anything approach. It was a 
case in which it would be thought that in the eyes of any 
impartial person the plaintiff had acted with the utmost reckless- 
ness, and the plaintiff was hard put to it to suggest any kind 
of negligence on the part of the company. Nevertheless, a sympa- 
thetic jury gave him a verdict with £450 damages. The Court 
of Appeal, however, held that there was no evidence of any negli- 
gence on the partof the defendants, and that if there were even a 
scintilla of evidence, there was conclusive evidence of contributory 
negligence on the part of the plaintiff. The judges further 
‘lecided that it would be idle to send the matter for a new trial, 
and ordered judgment to be entered for the company. Against 
railway companies the most extraordinary assignments of 
negligence are formulated. The recent case of Davws v. Great 
Western Railway is an example of this. Here a train was 
derailed and a serious accident occurred, but it has not been 
found possible with any certainty to discover what caused the 
derailment. A number of persons were injured, and this action 
was in the nature of a test action to fix the liability of the com- 
pany. The plaintiff alleged that the accident was caused by the 
negligence of the company in running a tank engine in front of 
an express engine at a high speed. Now, certainly there 
has been some difference of opinion amongst experts as to 
the advisability of running engines in this manner. Many 
of the greatest authorities, however, after careful trials, 
have come to the conclusion that there is no danger, and 
the defendant company seem to have adopted this mode of 
running on the advice of able and experienced engineers. 
According to the verdict of a jury, however, the company have 
been guilty of negligence in running a tank engine in front of 
an express. Wuts, J., defined negligence to be “ the absence 
of care according to the circumstances.” By accepted tests 
this seems as good a definition as any of the larger and more 
elaborate ones. Always negligence seems to imply some 
absence of care. Where (it may well be asked) is the absence 
of care in the conduct of the railway company in this case? If 
the verdict is right, it appears that different tests must be 
applied in the case of railway companies from those which are 
applied in the case of individuals to ascertain what constitutes 
negligence. 


The Rating of Shakespeare’s Birthplace. 


From tue report of the last monthly meeting of the executive 
committee of the trustees of Suaxespzare’s birthplace it appears 
that the chairman, Mr. Sipyzy Lizz, still feels some anxiety as 
to the soundness of the decision of the Warwickshire Quarter 
Sessions in respect to the rating of the property. The Registrar 
of Friendly Societies granted to the trustees a certificate of 
exemption under the Scientific Societies Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. 
c. 36),8.2. Mr. Lez objects to the declaration of the justices 
that the assessment committee was justified in rating 
the trustees just as if the certificate of exemption did 
not exist. His attention may be directed to 2. v. Phillips 
(8 Q. B. 745), in which Cotzniper, J., held that the certificate is a 
condition precedent to the claim of exemption, but not con- 
clusive proof of a right thereto. Mr. Lzx seems also to consider 
that the trustees have suffered an injury in being obliged to 
defend the registrar's certificate, but the point was decided in 
BR. vy. Shaw (10 Q. B, $68) that the person exempted must not 
rely solely upon the certificate. The whole question as to the 
right of Susxzsrzany’s birthplace to exemption from rating 
turns upon the point whether it is devoted “exclusively” to 
literature. The commemoration of great men is a laudable object, 
but mere gaping sightseers of a number of objects of doubtful 
authenticity can hardly be regarded as literary students, though 
the objects of their curiosity be represented as the belongings of 
the greatest English writer. 


The Boyal Commission on War Stores in South Africa are to hold their 
ret dtting for the examination of witnesses on Monday next, at 11 a.m., 
4n the Lord Chancellor's Court, Koyal Courts of Justice. 





Set-off Between a Shareholder and 
a Company in Liquidation. 

No little difficulty has been found in adjusting the mutual 
rights of a shareholder and a company when there are crogs 
claims, and bankruptcy or winding up, or both, have supervened, 
and a new decision of considerable interest has been given b 

Buockiey, J., in Re West Coast Gold Fields (Limited), Rowe's 
Trustee’s Claim (53 W. R. 455; 1905, 1 Ch. 597). The leading 
authority, as is well known, is Grissell’s case (14 W. R. 101i, 
L. R. 1 Ch. 528), and there the question arose between a solvent 
shareholder, who was also a creditor, and a company in 
liquidation. The company owed the shareholder £16,000. A call 
of £800 was made on the shareholder, and it was expected that 
the company would shortly pay the creditors 4s. or 5s. in the £. The 
shareholder claimed to set off the call against the debt, so that he 
would have secured payment of £800 of his debt in full and 
would have proved for the balance. But this the Court of 
Appeal (Lord Cuetmsrorp, C., and Turner and Kyicut-Bruvcg, 
L.JJ.) would not allow. The Companies Act, 1862, createsa 
scheme for the payment of the debts of a company in lieu of 
the old course of issuing execution against the individual 
members, and it removes the rights and liabilities of parties out 
of the sphere of the ordinary relation of debtor and creditor to 
which the law of set-off applies. A shareholder who is also a 
creditor is bound to make a proper contribution to the fund out 
of which creditors are to be paid before he is entitled to share 
in that fund as a creditor. ‘‘ The amount of the call being paid, 
the member of the company stands exactly on the footing of the 
other creditors with respect to a dividend on a debt due to him 
from the company.” 

In Grissell’s case (supra) stress was laid upon section 101 of 
the Act of 1862, which expressly allows a right of set-off in 
certain cases as between a member and a company in compulsory 
liquidation, but does not authorize set-off between a creditor 
contributory of a limited company and the company, except 
when all creditors have been paid in full; and in Brighton 
Arcade Co. vy. Dowling (L. R. 3 ©. P. 175) it was considered 
that,the matter rested solely upon section 101, so that in the 
case of a voluntary winding up the rule in Grissedl’s case would 
not apply, and set-off between a creditor-contributory and the 
company would be allowed. But obviously it can make no 
difference in principle whether the liquidation is compulsory 
or voluntary, and the distinction has been overruled. The right 
of set-off is refused because this would give the shareholders 
preference, and would exonerate him from his liability as 4 
shareholder to contribute towards the payment of the debts of 
the other creditors: see per Lord Szizornz, O., in Black § Co.'s 
case (L. R. 8 Ch., p. 262). In Re Whitehouse & Co. (9 Oh. D, 
595) Jusset, M.R., suggested that the debt of the contributory 
is to the liquidator and not to the company, and that on this 
ground there could not be any set-off. But in Re Pyle Works 
(Limited) (88 W. R., p. 681, 44 Ch. D., p. 585) Linpixy, LJ, 
declined to accept this subtlety. ‘‘ With deference to Sir 
Gzorce JEssEL, it appears to me that on this point he was 
himself mistaken. ‘The decision in Brighton Arcade Co ¥. 
Dowling was, in my opinion, clearly erroneous, because, 
although the call was a debt due to the company, the statute, 
properly construed, prohibited the allowance of the set-off in 
cases of voluntary winding up as well as in cases of winding 
up by the court or subject to its supervision.” 

The law is thus clearly settled as between a solvent creditor 
contributory and a company in liquidation. But when the 
creditor-contributory happens to be bankrupt, a new considera- 
tion arises, and in favour of his creditors the right to set off 
the debt against the calls is allowed. Upon principle it is 
difficult to see why this should be so, ‘The creditors claim 
through the bankrupt, and should have, therefore, as against 
the company, only the rights which the bankrupt would 
have had if solvent. But in Re Duckworth (L. R. 2 Oh 
578), where the rule was laid down as just indicated, it 
was pointed out that, where there is no bankruptcy, 
the parties interested in the liquidation—the liquidator, the 
creditors, and the contributories—are subject to the jurisdiction 
of the winding-up court, and the procedure depends on the Act 
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of 1862; but in the case of a bankrupt contributory the juris- 
diction of the winding-up court is excluded. The bankrupt’s 
estate has to be administered in the bankruptcy court in accord- 
ance with the bankruptcy law, and the right of set-off given b 
that law can be enjoyed by the trustee in bankruptcy as thoug 
the Companies Act, 1862, were out of the way. Both Lord 
Cams and Turner, L.JJ., recognized that the result was un- 
natural, but they regarded it as following from the provision for 
set-off contained in the bankruptcy law. 

Somewhat singular illustrations of the above principles 
occurred in Re Hiram Maxim Lamp Co. (1903, 1 Ch. 70) 
and Re G. FE. B. (1903, 2 K. B. 340). In the former 
case & company, while a going concern, sued a shareholder 
for a call, and he set up a defence of set-off. Before judg- 
ment the company went into liquidation. It was held that 
the plea of set-off had not extinguished the debt sued on to the 
extent of the set-off. Both debts remained separate and dis- 
tinct till judgment. Hence the effect of the winding up was to 
deprive the defendant of the right to set-off, and he was now 
bound, in accordance with the rule in Grissell’s case, to pay in 
full the call for which he was sued. In Re G. EF. B. (supra) an 
attempt was made to take advantage of the exception to the rule 
introduced by Re Duckworth (supra). The liquidator of a limited 
company had obtained judgment against a creditor-shareholder 
for unpaid calls, and had served a bankruptcy notice. The effect 
of bankruptcy, if it resulted, would be to enable the shareholder 
to set off his own debt and so to extinguish the claim for calls, 
and upon this ground he applied to have the ge toy 2 notice 
set aside. But the Court of Appeal refused to allow him in this 
way the benefit of Re Duckworth. In point of fact there was no 
bankruptcy, and no claim was being then made against the 
shareholder in bankruptcy to which the reasoning of Re Duck- 
worth could apply. And where the creditor-contributory is a 
company which is itself in liquidation, this does not rank as a 
bankruptcy so as to let in the principle of Re Duckworth. In 
Re Auriferous Properties (Limited) (1898, 1 Ch. 691) Wruiaut, 
J., held that section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, did not 
introduce into winding up the bankruptcy law of set-off. It 
would have been singular, indeed, had the contributory com- 
pany, by reason of its liquidation, been entitled to exercise a 
right which the liquidation of the principal company forbade. 

The present case of Re West Coast Goldfields ( Limited) (supra) 
constituted an interesting variation on the above. A bankrupt 
shareholder was the holder of 1,800 £1 shares in the company with 
10s, paid up. A call of 1s. a share was made, and the company 
yr in the bankruptcy for £90, the amount of the call, and 

r £810, the remaining liability on the shfires. The proof 
was admitted for £819, being the £90 in full, and the £810 
subject to 10 per cent. discount, and a dividend at the rate of 
1s. 6d.—about £62—was received from the bankrupt’s estate. 
Subsequently the company went into voluntary liquidation, and 
in the result the assets, including the unpaid capital, were suffi- 


cient to pay all the creditors and to make a return of some 3s. 


ashare to the shareholders. The trustee in bankruptcy claimed 
that, by reason of the payment of the dividend out of the bank- 
tupt’s estate, his 1,800 shares were now to be treated as fully 
paid, so that he would be entitled to receive the full return 
of 3s. per share, That is, he was to receive in 
distribution the same amount as if £1,800 had been 
actually paid on the shares. The contention appears 
on the face of it to be wrong, and it is not surprising that it was 
rejected by Buoxiey, J. The argument was that proof for 
the entire debt in respect of calls, or liability for calls, was 
equivalent to payment, But this can hardly be so for all 
purposes. It is true, as the learned judge pointed out, 
that after proof in bankruptcy the debtor can be no further 
pressed for payment, but his estate is not discharged, and he is 
not entitled to all the benefits which would flow from actual 
ayment. In fact, the trustee was claiming to share in the 
ibution of the surplus assets of the company without first 
making his proper contribution to the fund which constituted 
such assets. According to @rissell’s case he could not do this 
if he were a creditor and were seeking payment of his debt, 
and the case of a contributory seeking repayment in respect of 
his shares seem to be clearer. “The right view,” said Buoxtxy, 
J., “is that the person liable as contributory must discharge 





himself in that character before he can set up that, as a creditor, 
he is entitled to receive anything, and a fortiori, as it seems to 
me, before he can set up that, as a contributory, he is entitled 
to receive anything.” 






























- 3 

Discharge of Company’s Servants by 

Voluntary Winding Up. 

Mr. Justice Warrineron has held in Midland Counties District 
Bank vy. Attwood (1905, 1 Oh. 357) that a resolution for 
voluntary winding up does not operate to discharge the com- 
pany’s servants. This decision came as a surprise to many 
persons. One learned author had said: ‘A resolution or order 
for winding up is equivalent to a dismissal of a company’s 
servants” (1 Palmer’s Co. Prec. (8th ed.), p. 375). Another had 
said: “The general doctrine that a compulsory winding-u 
order operated as a discharge of the company’s servants was lai 
down by Lord Romitiy in Chapman’s case (L. R. 1 Eq. 346); and 
in Shirreff’s case (L. R. 14 Eq. 417) the same judge held that a 
resolution to wind up voluntarily had the same effect on a 
manager who was appointed liquidator.” And yet another 
learned author says: ‘‘A voluntary winding up is equivalent to 
a dismissal of the servants of the company ” (Chadwyck-Healey 
on Company Law (3rd. ed.), p. 916). The last-named author 
cites as authorities Shirref?s case; Inchbald v. Western Neilgherry 
Coffee Co. (17 CO. B. N. 8. 733), and (at p. 604) Re Foster §& Co. 
(19 L. R. Ir. 240). 

In MacDowall’s case (1886, 32 Ch. D. 366, 368) Mr. Justice 
Curry said that the decision in Chapman’s case had “ never been 
overruled or questioned,” and the authority of Chapman’s case was 
not impugned in argument in Midland Bank v. Attwood, and Mr. 
Justice WaRRINGTON said that it was “ well settled that an order 
for the compulsory winding up of a company operates as a notice 
to dismiss the servants.” What was the reason, given in 1866, 
for the decision in Chapman's case? Lord Romity says: 
‘The winding-up order, which is advertised in the newspapers, 
is notice to all the world of the winding up. The applicant will 
be entitled to prove for his salary on the footing of having had 
notice of discharge on the day the order was made.” If that is 
the only reason, the like reason exists for holding that a voluntary 
winding up operates as a discharge, for by section 132 of the 
Companies Act, 1862 (not apparently cited before Mr. Justice 
Wakrrineron),‘‘ notice of any special resolution or extraordinary 
resolution passed for winding up a company voluntarily shall be 
given by advertisement as regards companies registered in 
England in the London Gazette, as respects companies registered 
in Scotland in Edinburgh Gazette, and as regards companies 
a in Ireland in the Dublin Gazette.” 

n Inchbald v. Western, Sc., Co. (17 C. B. N. 8. 733), 
decided in 1864, it was held that the company was liable in 
damages for breach of contract, caused by voluntary winding up, 
to employ a broker to dispose of its shares, and no such general 
_ ition is there laid down as that voluntary winding up 

ischarges the company’s servants. 

In Re Foster §& Co. (1887, 19 L. R. Ir. 240) the voluntary 
winding up was continued under supervision, but no point 
was made on this fact, Vice-Chancellor Cuarrerton saying : “I 
take it to be settled law since Chapman's case that the ution 
er order for winding up operates in law as nefice of discharge 
to the company’s servants. The resolution operates as 
notice.” is case was not cited before Mr. Justice Waraiveron, 

Counsel for the successful plaintiffs in the recent case before 
the last-mentioned judge said: “ Shirref’s case (L. R. 14 Eg. 
417), when examined, is not a direct authority that a voluntary 
winding up operates as a dismissal of the servants of the 
company; that point was not argued.” But the point of 
Shirref?’s a in 1872) was whether the manager had 
been dismissed ; his counsel are reported as having submitted 
“ that a voluntary winding up is for this purpose equivalent to 
a dismissal"; and Lord Romitty, in giving judgment, said: 
“Tam of opinion that the resolution to wind up the company 
ipso facto put an end to Mr. Surererr’s employment as manager, 
and was equivalent to his dismissal.” This scarcely justities 
Mr. Justice Wannineron’s observation that “the only question 
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that was argued was whether he ”’—Suirrerr—“ was entitled 
to prove for a certain sum payable to him under the articles of 
association in case he should be dismissed from his office as 
manager.” 

In Reid v. Explosives Co. (1887, 19 Q. B. D. 264) Mr. Justice 
Manisty and the Court of Appeal held that the appointment by 
the court of a receiver and manager in a debenture-holders’ 
action operated to discharge the servants of the company. 
Apparently Mr. Justice Manisty expressed the opinion that 
voluntary winding up would have had the same effect. Lord 
Esuer is inferred by Mr. Justice Warrtneron to have “ inclined 
to the view that, inasmuch as in a voluntary liquidation the 
liquidator is appointed by, and is an officer of, the company, 
there would not be such a change in the personality of the 
employer as to dismiss the servants.” But Lord Esner’s obser- 
vation will scarcely bear this construction. He said: ‘So long 
as THoRN was manager, he could not make a new contract of 
service with the plaintiff on behalf of the company.” [The service 
had then been determined by THorn’s appointment as manager. | 
‘“* He held two positions,” [having been subsequently appointed 
liquidator] ‘‘ and as long as the business was in his hands as 
manager he could not as liquidator appoint anyone. But it is 
said that on the 17th of December his character as manager 
ceased, and it is suggested that at that time he was in a position 
to make a nev contract with the plaintiff on behalf of the com- 
pany, and that he did so. Manisty, J., came to the conclusion 
that he could not. I venture to doubt this view, because 
a liquidator in a voluntary liquidation need not be appointed 
by the court at all. It seems to me he might 
well be treated as an agent ’’—presumably for the com- 
pany—‘ with certain duties under statutory authority, and 
that would seem to shew that he might make contracts.” These 
remarks are rather inconsistent with there being any continua- 
tion of the employment, for in that case no new contract would 
be needed. The question Lord Esner was considering was 
whether, the employment having come to an end, the liquidator 
could re-engage the plaintiff. 

Mr. Justice WarrincTon, therefore, seems to have disregarded 
such English and Irish decisions and dicta as are in existence on 
the point which came before him. But he has done more 
than this. He has found a new ground for supporting Chap- 
man’s case (the first case towards establishing the now 
“ well-settled” rule that an order for compulsory winding up 
operates as a notice to dismiss the servants)—namely, that there 
is a change in the personality of the employer. He says: 
“This change of personality appears to me to take place in a 
compulsory winding up. The business is from the date of the 
winding-up order carried on by the court for the purpose of liqui- 
dation with the assistance of the official liquidator, who is an officer 
of the court.” Assuming this to be correct (although section 12 of 
the Act of 1890 shews that the business is not necessarily carried 
on from the date of the order, and that, where it is carried on, 
the carrying on is by the liquidator with the sanction of the court 
or of the committee of inspection), it is obvious that this entirely 
new ground, if it is a good one, is not a sufficient reason for 
distinguishing the case of a voluntary winding up. The law in 
the case of compulsory winding up was not “settled” on this 
ground. 

Moreover, the positions of the compulsory liquidator and 
the voluntary liquidator are exactly the same as regards 
personality. ‘In a voluntary winding up, the liquidator is 
appointed by the company itself to act as their agent. In 
@ compulsory winding up he is appointed by the court 
to act for the company; and that seems to be good 
sense and has been so settled”: per Lord Justice Jamus 
in Ez parte Watkins (1875, 1 Ch. D. 130, 133). This 
being so, the observations of Mr. Justice Warnineton 
with a view to distinguishing the case of a voluntary winding up 
seem to be irrelevant. He says that in such a case there is no 
change in the personality. Nor is there in the case of a 
compulsory winding up. He relies on section 131 of the Act 
of 1662, which says that on voluntary winding up the company 
1s to “ cease to carry on its business, except in so far as may be 
required for the beneficial winding up thereof,” and says that 
those words “imply that for the beneficial winding up of the 
company the company does continue to exist.” There is no 





need for such an implication, for sections 111 and 143 of the Act 
of 1862 and numerous decisions shew that a company, whether 
in compulsory or voluntary liquidation, remains in existence as g 
corporation until it is dissolved. Moreover, by section 95 of the 
Act of 1862,in a compulsory winding up the liquidator had to 
obtain the sanction of the court “‘ to carry on the business of the 
company, so far as may be necessary for the winding up of the 
same.” This section is not repealed, but is only amended, by 
section 12 of the Act of 1890, 

It comes, therefore, to this: that in both sorts of winding up 
(a) the company remains in existence until dissolved ; (4) that 
its business is carried on, not by the court, but by the 
liquidator; (¢) that the liquidator carries it on as agent for the 
company ; (@) that the business can only be carried on so far as ig 
necessary for the beneficial winding up of the same. All thisis 
plain and settled law, and we venture to think disposes altogether 
of Mr. Justice Warrineton’s attempted distinction. Finally, 
that distinction is only from a new ground for supporting the 
law laid down in Chapman's case, which case itself was based on 
a ground—that of notice by advertisement—which applies 
equally in the case of voluntary winding up. 








Reviews. 


Executors and Administrators. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS. By 
the Right Honourable Sir EpwarD VAUGHAN WILLIAMS (late one 
of the Judges of Her Majesty’s Court of Common Pleas), TENTH 
EpiTIon. By the Right Honourable Sir RoLanp L. VAuGHAN 
WituiaMs, a Lord Justice of Appeal, and ArTHUR RoBERT 
IncPpEN, K.C. In Two VotumzEs. Stevens & Sons (Limited); 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


A somewhat detailed examination of this edition has led us to the 
conclusion that it has been on the whole carefully edited and is 
well brought up to date. The new section on the establishment of a 
real representative is, however, hardly so complete an exposition of 
the statutory provisions relative to this subject as might have 
been desired. It contains in the text sections 1 to 5 of 
the Act, and in notes the decisions which have hitherto 
occurred bearing on these provisions, with cross-references 
to other parts of the work dealing with matters occurring in the 
sections. We do not find, however, any detailed discussion of 
their various provisions—e.g., of the conditions required for 4 
valid appropriation by the personal representatives under section 4, 
nor is it stated in this section of the book that no rules have yet been 
made providing for the method of valuation or as to the time within 
which persons objecting to the appropriation may apply to the courts. 
There is, however, at p. 699, a useful suggestion as to the effect of the 
Act, which we imagine has not been generally appreciated—namely, 
that it has superseded the provisions of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 37, 
relative to distress by executors and administrators of a lessor for 
arrears of rent due to the lessor in his lifetime. The arrears are no 
longer severed from the reversion, but both vest in the legal personal 
representatives. 

There is a new chapter on estate duty containing a full and lucid 
exposition of the provisions of the Finance Act, 1894, relating thereto, 
and throughout the book we have found the decisions which have 
occurred during the eleven years since the last edition for which we 
have looked neatly incorporated. Considering the wide range of the 
work, which is to some extent a treatise on the construction of wills, 
the editors must have found the collection and statement of these 
decisions a heavy task, and we think they may be congratulated on 
the success with which the task has been accomplished. There is 
natural disinclination to meddle with the text of the original author, 
but we are inclined to think that the work might be improved by 
@ rigorous condensation of parts of such text. 





Books of the Week. 


Oakley’s Divorce Practice. By WitiiaM M. F, Warzrton, Clerk 
in the Divorce Registry, Barrister-at-Law. Sixth Edition. Jordan 
& Sons (Limited). 

A Compendium of the Law of Torts, Specially Adapted for the Use 
of Students. By Huon Fraser, MA., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sixth Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


The Law of Carriage by Railway. By Hunry W. DISNEY, 
B.A. (Oxon:), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
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{wo Friends of Old England, being Mirabeau and Gambetta and J. 
Bonhomme in a Nutshell. By ‘Saxo-NorMaNn” (ARTHUR PaviTT 
od ALBERT YVELIN, Baron DE BEvittE). With Entente Cordiale 
Preface of Eminent K.C., and a Letter from Marquis de Breteuil, 
K.C.V.O., a Confidential Friend of Gambetta. Effingham Wilson. 








Correspondence. 


Sheffield Corporation v, Barclay & Co. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


§ir,—If the act of the corporation in registering a transfer was 
simply ministerial, should not Honnywill have sued Barclay & Co. 
for the value of the stock which had in fact been transferred to them 
upon a forged transfer, instead of suing the corporation for rectifica- 
tion of the register and getting judgment, leaving the corporation to 
gue Barclay & Co. for an indemnity? Or, in the alternative, should 
not the corporation have joined the bank as a third party to’ the 
action commenced against it by Honnywill ? 

Would not either of these courses have put more directly in issue 
the simple question as to which of two innocent persons should suffer 
by the fraud of a third ? STUDENT. 

London, E.C., July 10. 





Forged Transfers. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Is not the remedy for avoiding liability to indemnify to be 
sought in the institution of a ‘“‘ common transferee.” He can take 
the transfer from the original vendors and the liability to the cor- 

ration or company ; the real purchasers can derive title through 

im, and on obtaining registration are secure. It would not be the 
first time that two deeds have been the means of overcoming an 
unpractical legal position. W. E. T. 


London, July 11. 
[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. S, J.] 





Remuneration for Placing Business. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I enclose you a letter from a land company offering “in the 
strictest confidence if you so desire” remuneration for placing 
business. 

I don’t know what I or my brother solicitors have done to ex pose 
us to such an insult. Perhaps the ‘‘ Secret Commissions” Bill was 
the cause. Crry Soxicrror. 

London, E.C., July 12. 

The following is the letter referred to by our correspondent : 

“To Solicitors,—We respectfully call your atterftion to the enclosed 
circular which briefly outlines our business. 

“Doubtless at times you have clients who wish to invest in some safe 
undertaking and which may also yield a good rate of interest. We there- 
fore trust that you will keep our name before you, and in the event of your 
being able to place any business with us, we willin the strictest confidence 
if you so desire remunerate you for same in a satisfactory manner. 

“We invite the closest investigation as to our standing, and we assure 


you that our references are the best. 
** Respectfully, 
“«_____. Lanp Company.” 





Registration of Title. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—May I ask the opinion of your readers as to the registration 
of title of my client W. in the following circumstances, the land being 
freehold in the County of London ? 

M. was registered with a possessory title on the 31st of May, 1902, 
and on the 20th of February, 1903, he mortgaged the property to B 
& B., by mortgage deed in the form in use prior tothe Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, and on the 24th of February, 1903, a charge, also dated 
the 20th of February, 1903, was registered to secure the same amount 
as the mortgage deed, £500. 

On the 28th of November, 1904, M. executed a deed of second 
mortgage in favour of my client W. to secure £250, such mortgage 
being in the form in use prior to the Land Transfer Act, 1897, and it 
has not been registered. In these circumstances M., the registered 
proprietor and mortgagor, on the 30th of June last executed a con- 
Vveyance—in the old form—of his equity of redemption to my client 
W., for the same consideration as that expressed in the second 
mortwage. W. now proposes to pay off the first mortgage and take a 
surrender indorsed on the deed in the usual (old) form and to vacate 





the entry of the charge of the first mortgage on the register. It 
seems clear that my client W. does not ‘‘ acquire” the legal estate in 
the freehold land by the conveyance executed to him by M., the 
registered proprietor and mortgagor, but by the surrender of the 


mortgage by B. & B. 
In these circumstances is W.’s title defective by the omission to 


register a conveyance of the equity, having regard to section 20 of the 
Act of 1897 ? 
I shall feel much obliged by the expression of opinion on these 
facts. H, A. 
July 6. 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Voluntary Windiog up—Stopping Dissolution.—Where the 
affairs of a company in voluntary liquidation are fully wound up, the 
liquidator calls, by advertisement in the (Gazette, a general meeting 
to discuss his final account and hear his explanation (section 142 of 
the Companies Act, 1862) and three moths after registration of 
the liquidator’s return to the registrar of joint stock companies, 
‘‘the company shall be deemed to be dissolved’: section 14%. 
Inasmuch as the Gazette has not a wide popularity amongst the 
reading public, one is not surprised to [l-arn that the meeting 
required is not often crowded. But the statute is peremptory—that 
three months after the return the company is dissolved. The dis- 
solution of a corporation has far-reaching results, yet the court has 
no power to enlarge the time. This scarcely needed a decision, but 
the same result may apparently be brought about by staying the 
winding up altogether before the period of three months has expired. 
Re Eastern INVESTMENT Co. (1905, 1 Ch. 352) (Warrington, J., 
Dee. 13, 1904). 

Winding up—Oosts of Outside Litigation.—If an action, by or 
against a company, is pending at the time when it goes into liquida- 
tion (whether compulsory or voluntary), and the liquidator prosecutes 
or defends the action for the assets of the company, the assets must, 
in case of failure, pay the costs in full—Rz WENBOoRN & Co. (1905, 
1 Ch. 413) (Buckley, J., Jan. 31). 

Reconstruction—Powers in Memorandum.—The law, as laid 
down in courts of first instance, that a power in a company’s 
memorandum of association to sell its undertaking for shares in 
another company is valid, has so far not been upset by the Court of 
Appeal. And it has now been held that where there is such a power 
the company may sell for shares only partly paid. This is not startling 
having regard to the fact that it had been previously held that on a 
reconstruction under section 161 of the Companies Act, 1862, a sale 
for y-psid shares was legal. It must, however, be borne in 
mind that the shares, whether paid or unpaid, cannot be distributed 
among the members of a company selling under a power in the 
memorandum, except in a winding up of that company, and that even 
in winding up the partly-paid shares cannot be forced on the members. 
—Mason v. Motor Tracrion Co. (1905, 1 Ch. 419) (Buckley, J, 


Feb. 2). 








New Orders, &c. 


Divorce and Matrimonial Causes. 

The following draft additional rule in Divorce and Matrimonial 
Causes is published pursuant to the Rules Publication Act, 1593, by 
Order of Sir John Gorell Barnes, President of the Probate, Divorce, 
and Admiralty Division of the High Court of Justice. 


DRAFT ADDITIONAL RULE, JUNE, 1905. 
DomiIctIL. 


220. In all proceedings before the Court for Divorce and 
Matrimonial Causes the Petition shall state the description of the 
husband and the place of residence, and the domicil of the parties to 
the marriage at the time of the institution of the suit. 








I have been spending a few moments’ leisure, says the Paris correspon- 
dent of the Kvening Standard, over the Journal des Trrdbunanx, and have found 
there, for your delectation, one or two gems of French forensic eloquence. 
“The defendant passed the night in this house every day of his life, 
gentlemen of the jury,”’ cries one lawyer ; and another, in the heat of his 
eloquence, exclaims: ‘‘ You ask our reason for this question? What! 
you have killed us, and we are not to have the right toask youwhy!” But 
the neatest of all is, ay the suggestion of a contractor's advocate to 
the plaintiff, a mason, who has fallen off a scaffolding, and claims damages, 


“You were no doubt heedless of where you went, because in the depths of 
ou were keeping time to the tune played by the passing 


” 
. 


your mind N 
military ban 
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Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


MEARS v». WESTERN CANADA PULP AND PAPER CO. (LIM.). 
No, 2. 12th July. 


Compantes—Snuares—Sum Payasite on AppLicaTION—PAayMENT In CasH— 
Compantes Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vict. c. 48), s. 4 (1). 


This was an appeal from an order of Swinfen Eady, J. It appeared 
that the defendant company had issued a prospectus offering certain 
shares for public subscription, and that the minimum subscription upon 
which an allotment might be proceeded with was duly fixed, and that the 
plaintiff had subscribed for a certain number of shares for which 
he had paid the sum payable on application, and which were allotted to 
him. At the date of the allotment the defendant company had not 
cleared several cheques forwarded in payment of the application money, 
and some of the cheques were not paid on presentation, though afterwards 
made good ; the facts differing in this respect from those in The Glasgow 
Pavilion (Limited) (5 Fraser 116), where the cheques were met on presenta- 
tion, ‘and it was held there was a payment and receipt within the 
section set out below. The plaintiff thereupon claimed that there 
should be a rescission of the allotment, a rectification of the register, 
and a return of the money paid upon the ground that the sum 
payable on application for the minimum subscription had not been 
paid to and received by the company within the meaning of section 4, sub- 
section 1, of the Companies Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vict. c. 48), which is as 
follows: ‘‘ No allotment shall be made of any share capital of a company 
offered to the public for subscription unless the following conditions have 
been complied with—namely : (a2) The amount (if any) fixed by the memo- 
randum or articles of association, and named in the prospectus as the 
minimum subscription upon which the directors may proceed to allotment ; 
or (5) if no amount is so fixed and named, then the whole amount of the 
share capital so offered for subscription, has been subscribed, and the sum 
payable on application for the amount so fixed and named, or for the whole 
amount offered for subscription, has been paid to and received by the 
company.”’ Swinfen Eady, J., held that the Act had not been complied 
with and the defendant company appealed. 

VavucHan Wiis, L.J., said that Swinfen Eady, J., was right in his 
decision, and that the true meaning of section 4, sub-section 1, of the 
Companies Act, 1900, was that payment in cash of the sum payable on 
application for the minimum subscription must be made to and received by 
the company before allotment. The amount, of course, might be remitted 
by cheque, but, inasmuch a cheque was but a conditional payment of 
a debt, cheques must be cleared before allotment. It was a condition 
precedent to a valid allotment that the sum payable on application was 
_— to and received by the company in cash. The appeal would be 

ismissed with costs. 

Srieine, L.J., agreed, and said that payment to and receipt by the 
company in cash before allotment was material. 

Cozens-Harpy agreed, remarking that he would not express any opinion 
as to the result of the appeal if the cheques had been honoured on 
presentation.—CovnseL, Gore-Browne, K.C., and Kirby ; E. C. Macnaghten, 
K.C., and Jessel. Sorscrrons, Christopher ¢ Roney ; Blundell, Gordon, & Co. 

[Reported by Hexry Sterney, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


CONSTANTINIDI ». CONSTANTINIDI AND LANCE. No. 2. 4th and 
5th July. 


Drvorce—Setriement—Hvspann’s Petirron—Hvspnanp Guittyor ADULTERY 
—VaniaTion or SetrLement—Marrimoniat Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 
Vicr. c. 85), s. 45. 


This was an appeal by the respondent (the wife, now Mrs. Lance) against 
an order of Sir Francis Jeune, the then President of the Probate and 
Divorce Division, made upon a motion by the petitioner, the husband, 
Demetrius Sophocles Constantinidi, in a divorce suit, to vary the 
registrar’s report, dated the 9th of November, 1904, as to the variation of 
settlements. The jury assessed the damages to be paid by the co- 
respondent, Dr. Lance, at £25,000, and the President pronounced a 
decree nisi for dissolution of the marriage (subsequently e absolute on 
the 20th of June, 1904), although the husband had himself committed 
adultery, his lordship holding, inter alia, that the wife’s misconduct had 
conduced to the husband’s adultery, but that his misconduct had not con- 
duced to her adultery, and that consequently the court ought to exercise 
its statutory discretion under section 31 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 
1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85), in the husband’s favour (1903, P. 246, 52 
W. R. 190). The registrar concluded his report as follows: * Having 
regard to the verdict of the jury of adultery against the petititioner, 
to there being no issue of the marriage, and to no necessity being 
shewn for providing for the petitioner out of the wife’s trust funds, 
it is submitted that no order should be made as to variation of the 
respondent’s settlement of the 23rd of October, 1889.’’ The learned 
President, in giving judgment, said that the case was one of principle 
more than anything else, and the authorities, which were all practically 
one way, were not numerous, and were generally to the effect that where a 
wife had by her misconduct broken up the home it was justifiable to give 
her husband a proportion of her income (1) in order to restore him to the 
position he would have occupied, and (2) on the broad principle that a co- 

ent should not be allowed to profit from his own iniquity. The 
authorities went further, and laid down that the “ conduct” of the 
parties should be taken into consideration. Some portion of blame 
must attach to a wife who left her husband for the sake of 


another man, whether she at once committed herself with him 
or not was immaterial, and if a woman were guilty of such condugt 
the learned judge was unable to say that she had not conduced tg 
her husband’s misconduct. A divorce having been granted, which hag 
not been challenged, the learned President said he could not hold that the 
husband’s adultery should debar him from the relief he now sought, which 
was the natural result of that divorce. He did not propose to take the 
£25,000 damages or the unpaid costs into account, but he had to consider 
what the respective incomes of the parties were. The husband’s income 
was £710 and the wife’s was £2,200, the latter derived from a capital 
sum of £51,000. Without adopting any hard or fast rule, but taking thoge 
figures and the facts of the case into account, he should direct the wife's 
trustees to pay the husband the annual sum of £1,000 out of her income, 
together with a sum of £500 per annum for four years (arrears of income 
due to the husband), and after the death of her mother, Mrs. Ralli, on 
which event the wife would become entitled to one-seventh share of her 
father’s estate, about £150,000, the trustees would pay the husband a 
further annual sum of £1,000, but the maximum annual payment to be 
made by the trustees was never to exceed the sum of £2,200. The wife's 
interest in the husband’s fund would be extinguished and his fund recop. 
veyed tohim. The trustees would be allowed their costs, and the respon. 
dent and co-respondent would be condemned in the costs. The wife 
appealed. 

Tue Cover (VaveHan Wit1ams, Srieuine, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ,) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wiis, L.J.—The Court of Appeal ought not to review the 
discretion of the judge, exercised under section 5 of the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1859, as to the variation of an ante-nuptial or post-nuptial 
settlement, unless it is plain that his discretion has been exercised on 
principles not consistent with the spirit of that enactment or on principles 
not recognized in reported decisions as governing the exercise of discretion 
inthe matter of the variation of a marriage settlement after a decree 
absolute for divorce. With regard to the principles governing the exercise 
by the court of the statutory power of varying marriage settlements, the 
court must, in the first place, have regard not only to the position of the 
person wronged, but also to the interests of society and of public morality, 
which require that the relief and benetit which the court has power to give 
under the Act shall scarcely be given to those who have been guilty of 
matrimonial infidelity. There may be, as in Symons v. Symons, such 
a palliation of matrimonial infidelity on the part of a petitioner that public 
morality will not be outraged by the exercise of judicial discretion in the 
favour of such a petitioner; but the fact that a petitioner has been s0 
guilty must be taken into consideration in the interests of public morality, 
It has been laid down in Chetwynd v. Chetwynd and March v. March and Stuart, 
that in exercising the discretion under section 5 of the Act the court must 
take into consideration the conduct of the parties as well as their pecuniary 
position. Having regard to the facts in the present case, I cannot 
myself see that the benefit intended to be conferred in a proper case 
by the Legislature upon a husband can, having regard to the conduct of 
the husband here, be conferred upon him without seriously trenching upon 
that support of public morality which was, in my opinion, the object of 
the Act of Parliament. Here it actually happened that at the very moment 
the husband came into court to ask for relief on the ground of his wife's 
misconduct he himself was continuing and did continue to indulge in his 
adulterous connection with this common woman. Accordingly the view! 
take is that the report of the learned registrar was right, and ought to be 
acted upon and confirmed. The report was right, not only in mentioning 
the misconduct of the husband, but also in mentioning the fact that what 
it proposed to give the petitioner is not essential to his support in life in 
his existing condition, but is for the purpose of restoring to him the luxuries 
of life which he enjoyed during the continuance of the marriage union. 
The appeal must be allowed. 

Srratine and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CounseL, Rufus Isaacs, K.C., Barnard, K.C., and Raymond Asquith ; 
Lawson Walton, K.C., and Priestley, K.C.; Rowlatt. Soxicrronrs, Lewis § 
Lewis ; Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawkesley ; Freshfields. 


[Reported by J. I. Stizuina, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BOTLEY v. VIDAL. Buckley, J. 2ist June and 10th July. 


Conrract—Sprciric Perronmance—AGREEMENT ‘‘ Sunsecr to Conrract” 
—Sratute or Fravups, 29 Car. 2, c. 3. 


Action, This was an action for specific performance of an agreement 
dated the 30th of March, 1905, for the sale by the defendant to the 
plaintiff of certain freehold hereditaments. ‘The documents which the 
plaintiff relied upon as constituting a contract were three: (1) a document 
signed by the plaintiff in these terms, ‘‘I hereby agree to purchase this 
freehold property, subject to contract, for the sum of three thousand and 
three hundred pounds (£3,300) from Mr. Vidal, aftd hand you a deposit 
of ten per cent. upon the purchase-money and will complete the matter 
on the 8th of —_ ”*; (2) a document signed by the defendant as follows: 
“I accept the price of £3,300 (three thousand three hundred pounds) for 
42, Frith-street, W., and Messrs. H. & E. will complete the transfer to 
Mr. Botley on my behalf, and I understand your applicant is prepared to 
complete on the 8th of May, 1905.’’ Both these documents were addre' 
to Messrs. M. & R., auctioneers and house agents. The third document 
was signed by Messrs. M. & R., and was in these terms: ‘‘ Received as 
deposit and in — payment of purchase-money the sum of £330 (three 

thirt 





hundred and LM pry as stakeholders.”” It was contended on 


behalf of the plaintiff that these documents constituted a sufficient and 
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—_— 
complete contract, and not merely a Pp i agreement to execute a 
siding contract when such should have been prepared and approved ; 
and that the fact of a deposit being made presupposed a contract, being 
made as an earnest for performance of the contract. 

Buox.ey, J., held that there was no binding contract of which the 

intiff was entitled to specific performance and dismissed the action with 
costs.-- COUNSEL, Buckmaster, K.C., and Cann; Astbury, K.C., and Hart. 
Souicrrors, Horsley § Weightman ; Hubbard, Son, § Eve. 

| Reported by H. H. Krxa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
GOLDSMITH COMPANY v. WYATT. Channell, J. 5th and 6th July. 


IntanD RevenuE—Imporrep Gotp anp Siitver Wartca-cases —WHETHER 
Gotp anp Sitver Piatre—Cvustoms Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 47), s. 59. 


This was an action brought by the plaintiffs to recover penalties under 
the Customs Act, 1842, and 13 Geo. 2, c. 26, in respect of the sale and 
exposing for sale of two gold and two silver watch-cases of foreign manu- 
facture imported into this country before the same had been: assayed, 
stamped, and marked, as alleged to be required by the Customs Act, 1842, 
and the Hall-marking of Foreign Plate Act, 1904, and for a declaration 
that the gold and silver watches were gold and silver plate within the 
meaning of sections 59 and 60 of the Customs Act, 1842, section 10 of the 
Revenue Act, 1883, and the Hall-marking of Foreign Plate Act, 1904. It 
appeared from the case stated by order of the master that on the 14th 
day of May, 1905, four watches, of which two were in gold watch- 
cases and two in silver cases, were exposed for sale by the defend- 
ant, who was a watchmaker, jeweller, and dealer in plate, at his 
shop, 198, Ebury-street, and were then and there sold by him 
to Sir Walter Prideaux, as agent for the plaintiffs, for £7 7s. 
None of the watches were battered within the meaning of section 57 of the 
Customs Act, 1842, nor were they richly engraved, carved, chased, or set 
with jewels or other stones, and they were each and all of them of foreign 
manufacture and had been imported into Great Britain since the com- 
mencement of the Customs Aci, 1842. None of the watch-cases were 
wrought or made prior to 1800, nor, in the opinion of the Commissioners of 
Customs, could any of them be properly described as hand-chased, inlaid, 
bronzed or filigree work of an Oriental pattern, and the watch-case forming 
part of watch No. 3 was not incapable of recéiving the marks in the Statute 
13 Geo. 2, c. 26 by reason of the smallness or thinness thereof. None of 
the watch-cases so exposed for sale and sold on the above date had been 
assayed or stamped or marked with the marks of the plaintiffs or with 
the marks of any other duly authorized office in Great Britain and Ireland. 
The watches had been assayed by the plaintiffs, and they all bore Swiss 
Government hall-marks indicating the true standard of gold 
and silver employed in their manufacture and agreeing with gthe 
plaintiffs’ assay. No legal proceedings had been instituted” by 
the plaintiffs since the year 1842 in respect of the sale and 
exposing for sale of foreign watch-cases forming of watches 
imported into the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, and sold 
or exposed for sale before they had been assayed, stamped and marked. 
Gold and silver watch-cases forming part of gold and silver watches 
imported into this country since the passing of the Revenue Act, 1883, 
have not been entered to be weauhensill but have been delivered for home 
use before they have been assayed, stamped, and marked. All highly 
finished articles of foreign plate, after being assayed, stamped, and 
marked by an assay office have to go back to the shop to be set and 
finished before the goods can be placed on the market. The assaying, 
stamping, and hall-marking of British-made watch-cases is invariably 
made while the cases are in the rough, and before the movements are 

8 therein. Foreign-made watch-cases are now never imported into 
this country without being made up into finished watches, but former]. 
such cases when intended to be assayed and marked were, like Britis 
watch-cases, sent to the assay offices in an unfinished state, and were 
subsequently finished. The points of law for the opinion of the court 
Were: (1) Whether the watch-cases in question were gold and silver plate 
Within the meaning of sections 59 and 60 of the Customs Act, 1842, 
section 10 of the Revenue Act, 1883, and the Hall-marking of Foreign 
Plate Act, 1904; (2) whether the defendant was liable to penalties under 
the Customs Act, 1842, which penalties are defined by 13 Geo. 2, c. 5, in 
tespect of the sale and exposing for sale of any one or more of the above 
Wwatch- cases, 

_ Cuannzct, J., gave judgment for the defendant. In the course of his 
judgment he said the question was whether these watches were gold and 
silver plate within the meaning of section 59 of the Customs Act, 1842. 
On the whole he had arrived at the conclusion that he ought to construe 
the words “‘ gold and silver plate” in that Act in the sense in which that 
Phrase is generally understood. A watch did not come within the ordinary 
meaning of the word. The mere fact that a portion of the article was gold 
and silver would not bring it within the category of gold and silver plate. 
He thought also that he was entitled to take into consideration the fact 
that those having an interest and duty in the matter had not understood for 
&number of years the particular phrase as meaning a completed article such 
’sawatch. It was not necessary that the article should be entirely made of 
gold or silver, but gold or silver must be the main constituent part. When 


id or silver was an accessory to the main thing he did not think the 

article would come within the meaning of gold and silver plate.—Counsri, 

Bankes, K.O., and Graham Campbell; Asquith, K.C., Sebastian, and 
Soricrrors, Prideaux ¢ Son ; James § James, 


[Reported by Anan Hoga, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Newboit, 


Law Societies. 
The Law Society. 


We conclude from p. 621 our extracts from the report : 

County Court Bills.—As members are aware, the coming into operation 
of the County Courts Act, 1903, was postponed by a clause introduced 
by the law officers until the 1st of January, 1905, in order, as was 
alleged, to allow of suitable provision being made for the increase 
of business which the Act was expected to bring into the county 
courts. No rules were issued, but in July of last year the Lord Chancellur 
introduced a Bill by which it was proposed to repeal and to re-enact the 
main provisions of the Act of 1903, but with power to the Lord Chancellor 
to frame an entirely new scheme for the arrangement of county court 
districts and for determining the number of judges and the courts at 
which the extended jurisdiction would be exercised. The Bill reached 
the House of Commons at a late period of the session and was not 
proceeded with. Subsequently, rules were drafted dealing with the 
procedure under the Act of 1903 and containing general amendments of 
the County Court Rules. These were considered by the Council and were 
issued in December, 1904. Parliamentaty exigencies compelled the 
limitation of the Bill of 1903 to the one point of extension of jurisdiction 
from £50 to £100, but it was always realized and stated both in and out of 
Parliament that additional but independent provisions were desirable. 
Two Bills to amend the County Court Acts have been introduced during 
the present session —the first by Sir Albert Rollit, and the second by the 
Attorney-General. Sir Albert Rollit’s Bill follows generally the lines of 
the Bill introduced by him at the instance of the Council in 1902. The 
most important matter dealt with by.Sir Albert Rollit’s Bill from the 
point of view of suitors and practitioners in the county courts is the 
default summons procedure. The desire that a procedure analogous to 
order 14 of the High Court should be applied to the county courts 
has been repeatedly expressed at meetings of the society, recom- 
mended by the society’s County Court Committee, and recognized and 
indorsed by the Council. The difficulty is to formulate a scheme 
which will be workable in the county court without the risk of 
introducing evils more serious than that which itis desired toremove. The 
evil of the present system is that a defendant who has no defence may 
delay judgment by the simple expedient (which he 1s almost invited by the 
present form of summons to adopt) of giving notice of defence. When 
that notice is given, the plaintiff must wait until a sitting of the court at 
which the case may be .heard—in some districts two months—and then 
attend prepared to prove his case, only to find perhaps that the action is 
undefended. Two remedies have been suggested: (1) To give the plaintiff 
judgment unless the defendant not only gives notice of intention to defend 
but also files an affidavit that he has a good defence and stating shortly 
the grounds of such defence ; (2) to give the plaintiff judgment unless the 
defendant obtains leave to defend. ‘he first proposal was adopted in the 
draft rules promulgated in May, 1904, and not proceeded with, probably 
because of doubts whether such rules would not be wltra vires. The same 
plan was adopted in the Lord Chancellor’s Bill of 1904, but in both cases 
the requirement of an affidavit was to apply only in cases over £10, leaving 
the present default procedure to apply to cases below that sum. This 
remedy would be an imperfect one and open to two objections—(«) that an 
ignorant defendant having a good defence might fail to file the required 
affidavit, or file one technically defective: and (4) that it would be useless 
in the case of an unscrupulous defendant. The second proposal 
involves two difficult questions—(a) Whether the application to obtain 
leave to defend should be ex parte; (6) if not, whether the 
registrar’s decision should be subject to appeal to the j " 
If ex parte, it carries the matter a little, but not much further than 
first proposal, because, assuming the defendant to file an affidavit which, 
on the face of it, was sufficient, the registrar would have no means, in the 
absence of the plaintiff, of tes' it in any way, aud practically in many 
cases would have no alternative but to give leave to defend. If, on the 
other hand, the plaintiff is to have notice of the application and be entitled 
to oppose it, a kind of preliminary trial before registrar must take 
place, and if an appeal from the registrar to the judge J there would 
in many cases be greater delay, owing to the absence of the judge in some 
other part of his circuit, than would result from the case being heard b 
the judge upon an ordinary summons at the first available court. It 
appeared to the Council that the introduction of an interlocutory proceed- 
ing following order 14 in its entirety would not be iu keeping with the 
simple and inexpensive procedure which should be maintained in the 
county court, and that in many cases it would delay judgment instead of 
expediting it. The Bill of 1902 adopted the second . above- 
mentioned, providing only for an ex parte application. © present Bill 
follows the same lines, and on the whole the Council think that the better 
course. It is not a perfect remedy, but it is believed in many 
cases it would enable the plaintiff to obtain judgment promptly, 
where under the present system he is unreasonably 4d > and 
to this extent would remove evil complained of. By the Attorney- 
General’s Bill it is proposed to extend the power to make rules under section 
164 of the Act of 1888 so as to include the making of rules extending the 
cases in which judgment may be entered up summarily on a default 
summons under section 86, and for that purpose prescri the conditions 
upon which notice of intention to def may be given under that section 


and prescribing the courts to which such rules shall apply. It ed niga 
intended by this clause to enable the Rule Committee to rules 
similar to the default rules promulgated in May, 1904, which would 





certainly be some improvement — the t system; but it seems 
ause would authorize a rule giving the 


doubtful whether as it stands the 
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plaintiff the right to enter up judgment unless the defendant obtains leave 
to defend. In that respect the remedy for the existing evil which the 
Attorney-General’s Bill pro s is less effective than that which would be 
afforded by Sir Albert Rollit’s Bill. It seems to the Council to be important 
that the principle of requiring a defendant to obtain leave to defend, 
instead of giving notice of intention to defend, should be established, 
which can only, it would seem, be done by an amendment of section 86. 
Assuming the principle to be established, it would be convenient that the 
conditions upon which leave to defend may be obtained should be prescribed 
by rules. By a slight alteration of clause 6 the proposed amendment of 
section 86 might be made, and the power of making appropriate rules 
conferred. Another important matter dealt with by both Bills is the 
extension of the power of registrars to try small cases. It has long been 
felt that by this means the time of the judges might be saved and greater 
facility afforded for the trial before them of the more important 
cases. The present power of the registrar is limited to cases in 
which the claim does not exceed £2, and the Act of 1888 
requires the application of the parties and the leave of the judge, 
though in practice it is believed that the absence of objection by the parties 
is usually treated as an application, and the leave of the judge is given 
generally and not in each case. The Lord Chancellor’s Bill of 1904 pro- 
posed to extend the jurisdiction of certain registrars, not all, to cases de to 
£5, but provided that the extended jurisdiction should not be exercised by 
a registrar who is a practising solicitor—a provision which is regarded by 
the committee as unnecessary and objectionable. The Attorney-General’s 
Bill of the present session follows the Lord Chancellor’s Bill, but with the 
addition of words limiting the application of the proviso to registrars 
appointed after the passing of the Act. Sir Albert Rollit’s Bill proposes 
to require the registrars, with the consent of both parties, to hear any claim 
for recovery of a debt or liquidated: money demand arising upon contract 
where the sum claimed is between £5 and £50, with a proviso that if the 
claim appears to the registrar proper for the decision of the judge the 
registrar may refer the same to the judge, who may either dispose of the 
claim or refer it back to the registrar with such directions as he may think 
fit. The Bill of 1902 was in this respect the same, but it also proposed that 
the registrar should have power to deal with disputed cases in which the 
sum claimed did not exceed £5 and it did not make the consent of the 
— nece . This course the Council think the best. Sir Albert 

Llit’s Bill proposes to constitute a new committee for making County 
Court Rules, on which solicitors shall be represented, and to provide 
for the publication of the rules under the Rules Publication Act, 1893. 
The most important feature of the Attorney-General’s Bill is the proposal 
to give power to the Lord Chancellor to recast the county court districts 
at will, and to deprive such districts as he thinks fit of much of their 
existing jurisdiction. This proposal the Council deem most objectionable. 
The Council, however, continue to urge the importance of establishing a 
central place for trial of cases remitted to the metropolitan county courts. 
Neither of the Bills has yet been read a second time, but it is understood 
that both, if they pass second reading, or either which may succeed in 
doing so, shall be referred to a committee, with full liberty of action by 
either party as to each and every specific proposal in either Bill, with a 
view to framing one good and acceptable measure. This ensures Sir Albert 
Rollit’s Bill being brought under the notice of the Standing Committee, 
and possibly its being the basis of legislation. 

Public Trustee Bill.—The Public Trustee Bill founded on the Lord 
Chancellor’s Bill of 1890 was read a second time early in the session, and 
referred to the Standing Committee on Law, and, as amended, will be con- 
sidered by the House of Commons on the 30th of June, 1905. Certain 
amendments proposed at the instance of the Council when the Bill was 
before the Standing Committee were not adopted, but the Council have 

further amendments which have been placed on the paper. In the 
opinion of the Council the Bill does not really fulfil any present public need, 
while its provisions appear very prejudicially to affect not only solicitors, 
but also bankers, brokers, accountants, insurance companies, and others now 
employed in the various duties connected with the management of trust 
estates, and this without any benefit to such estates. The clauses in the 
—— Bill directing the Public Trustee to employ bankers, solicitors, 
, and other agents nominated by a testator have been struck out, 
and it is evident that if the Bill passes the only bank employed will be 
the Bank of England, the only brokers employed will be the Government 
brokers, and the solicitors, if any are appointed, will be appointed by the 
Public Trustee. The Public Trustee isto be remunerated by the Treasury, 
but costs incurred by him in relation to a particular trust fund are to be 
e against the fund. The Treasury will receive the fees payable for 
the services of the Public Trustee. The Bill is of far-reaching importance, 
and, though not a Government Bill, it is favoured by the Treasury, which 
will have at ite disposal the large sum of cash representing rang Preteen 
on current account, of the various trusts in the hands of the Public 
Trustee. There could be no reasonable objection to a Public Trustee who 
occupied the same position with reference to private trusts as the official 
trustee of charities does towards charitable trusts—that is to say, a trustee 
who is the custodian but not the administrator of trust property ; but the 
official now proposed is to have the administrative and discretionary 
powers as well as the custody. In the opinion of the Council there is no 
demand for an official of this kind, particularly having reference to the 
facte—(a) that, if constituted, he is not bound to accept any difficult or 
small trusts, and (4) that, under the existing Judicial ‘Trustees Act, any- 
one who is dissatisfied with the system of private trusteeshipmay now have a 
judicial trustee appointed by the court. Moreover, any testator may at 
erence cama as trustee or executor one of the various banking and 
companies of high standing which undertake trust business. 
The Council hopes that members of the society will use their influence 
with Members of Parliament in support of the amendments to the Bill. 





Rule Committee of the Supreme Court.—It was stated in the annual report 
for the year 1903 that the Council had been in communication with the 
Lord Chancellor on the subject of the society’s representation on the Rule 
Committee of the Supreme Court, and that the Lord Chancellor had 
promised to consider thé matter when next an amendment of the Judicature 
Acts became necessary. The question was subsequently taken up by the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies, which considered that upon any 
alteration of the constitution of the Rule Committee a solicitor practising 
in the provinces should be included. A paper advocating this was read 
by Mr. A. S. Mather at the provincial meeting in Liverpool in the year 
1903, and interviews took place with the Lord Chancellor in the years 
1904 and 1905. The Council have since prepared a Bill, which they have 
submitted to the Lord Chancellor. His lordship is not prepared to adopt 
the suggestion of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, but in other 
respects views the Bill favourably. 

Assents to Devises under Section 3 of the Land Transfer Act, 1897.—The test 
case on this subject, referred to in the annual report for the year 1904, was 
heard on the 20th of December last, and judgment was given in favour of 
the appellant’s contention that an assent under hand only is not subject 
to any stamp duty. The case is reported under the title Kemp v. Commis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue (21 T. L. R. 168, 92 L. T. R. 92, 74 L. J. R, 
K. B. 112; 1905, 1 K. B. 581). 

Proceedings under the Solicitors Acts.—The sixteenth annual report of the 
committee appointed under the Solicitors Act, 1888, will be found in the 
appendix. During the past year fourteen solicitors were convicted of various 
criminal offences, and their names have, on the application of the society, 
been struck off the roll by order of the Divisional Court. Proceedings were 
taken against unqualified persons in two cases under section 26 of the 23 & 
24 Vict. c. 127 for having acted as solicitors contrary to section 2 of 6 &7 
Vict. c. 73, and resulted in the defendants being ordered by the court to 
pay costs only. Convictions under section 12 of the Solicitors Act, 1874 (37 
& 38 Vict. c. 68), have been obtained against five unqualified persons, 
Convictions under the same Act have been obtained against six solicitors 
for practising without being duly qualified. The Council have also beenin 
communication with the Commissioners of Inland Revenue with regard to 
complaints against unqualified persons for contravening section 44 of the 
Stamp Act, 1891, and in one instance the commiseioners took proceedings, 
resulting in the defendant being fined the full penalty and the costs. In 
six cases the Council refused applications by solicitors for orders for the 
renewal of their practising certificates, chiefly on the ground of bankruptcy 
or other impecuniosity. Two applications for restoration to the roll were 
opposed by the Council, and refused by the Master of the Rolls. 


Law Association. 


A meeting of the directors was held in the Law Society’s Hall on 
Thursday, the 6th inst., Mr. T. H. Gardiner in the chair. The other 
directors present were Mr 8S. Daw, Mr. F. Foss, Mr. H. C. Nisbet, Mr. 
R. H. Peacock, Mr. J. Vallance, and Mr. W. M. Woodhouse. A sum of 
£140 was voted for the relief of the widows and daughters of deceased 
London solicitors, and other general business transacted. 


The Hardwicke Society. 


The annual dinner of this society was held at the New Gaiety 
Restaurant, Mr. W. Vatentine Batt, the president, was in the chair, and 
among the guests were the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice of 
England, Lord James of Hereford, the Master of the Rolls, Lord 

hten, Lord Justice Stirling, Lord Justice Mathew, Mr. Justice 
Buckley, Sir J. Gorell Barnes, Mr. Justice Kennedy, Mr. Justice Darling, 
Mr. Justice Bucknill, Mr. Justice Warrington, Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane, 
Mr. Justice Walton, Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady, Sir E. Clarke, K.C., Mr. 
C. M. Warmington, K.C., Mr. T. Rawle, and many members of the bar. 
Mr. Whitelaw Reid, the American Ambassador, who had hoped to attend, 
was absent owing to the recent death of Mr. John Hay. 

After the loyal toasts had been honoured, 

The Master or rue Rows proposed ‘The Health of the Lord 
Chancellor.”’ 

The Eat or Hatssvry, in responding, said that he regretted very much 
that which had prevented the welcoming to our shores of one who was to 
have been their guest that night. He was not surprised that the dis- 
tinguished ambassador had thought it right to absent himself, consider- 
ing the fact that he had lost one who was his predecessor and by whose 
loss the world was poorer—a great statesman, a great poet, and a highly 
finished gentleman. That loss prevented them from welcoming one who 
in his own country had achieved the reputation of being worthy to s 
those whom we had all learnt to be familiar with and to be friends of—- 
the ambassadors of that great country on the other side of the Atlantic 
who had been sent to represent it at the Court of St. James’s. 

Sir Epwarp Oxarxr, K.C., proposed ‘The Bench,” to which the Loxp 
OCurer Justice responded. 

Sir Gonett Bannes proposed ‘‘'The Hardwicke Soclety.’’ 

The Pxaestpent, in responding, announced that he had received that 
morning @ telegram which was sent in anticipation of Mr. Whitelaw Reid’s 
presence among them, and which was in the following terms: ‘‘ Many 
thanks to the Hardwicke Society tor the great honour of honorary 
membership. All America gratified by splendid reception given to the 
new ambassador.—Josvrn H, Cuoare.’ 

“The Bar’ was proposed by Lord Jamus or Hexzvorp, and responded 
to by Mr. O/ M. Wanminorton, K.C. 
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Webb, H John Williams, Leonard Frank 
Weir imer Willis, James 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 12th inst., Mr. 
Heory A. Peake (Sleaford) in the chair, the other directors present being 
sir George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. Walter Dowson, J. r B. 
Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), W. G. King, C. E. Mathews, J.P. 
(Birmingham), O. G. May, R. Pennington, J.P., R. W. Tweedie, Philip 
Witham, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £520 was distributed in 
ts of relief, sixty-one new members were admitted to the association, 


and other general business was transacted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 2lst of June, 
1905 : 
Hicks, Gilbert 
Briggs, Frank Abercrombie Hide, Eric Carrington 
Brook, William Snell Holloway, Leonard Cloudesley 
Brydon, James Herbert, B.A. Hughes, John Arthur 

(Camb Ingoldby, Frederick John Millar 

Jackman, James Alfred Bernard 

Jackson, John George 
Jones, John Benjamin 
Kersteman, Wentworth Bingham 
Kerwood, Lionel 


First Cuass. 


Camb.) 
Davies, Alun Edwards 
Evans, Edmund Rhydderch 
Giles, James ReginaldHerbert 
Hemming, Francis James 
Heywood, Gerard King 
Moore, Stanley Spencer Lane, Eustace Ridley 
Rollo, William Stuart Lee, Henry 
Sharp, Hubert Challen Little, Reginald St. John 
Strickland, Walter Robert, BA. Lowe, Charles Conyers 
Lunt, Arthur Gorbutt 


(Oxon. ) 
Swinstead, Harry Duke, B.A. Matcham, Alfred Warton 
(Oxon.) Meaby, Walter Charles 
Thomas, Charles Gordon Milton, Harold Aubrey, B.A. 
Tipper, Cornelius (Camb.) 
Turner, Stanley Monson, George Herbert 


Moritz, Oscar Frank 

Morley, Reginald Arthur 
Morton, Perceval Clare 

Murr, Christopher 

Nash, Charles Horace 

Newton, Frank 

Oxenburgh, Christopher Sydney 


Ward, Percy John 
Whitehead, Herbert Vaughan 
Whitehorn, Leopold Shilson 


PasseD. 
Ashton, James Harold 
Atkin, Bertram Leslie 


Atkinson, John Paris, Leonard Farmer 
Bailey, Gilbert Howard Parker, John Anthony 
Baker, Sidney Peatfield, Joseph 


Peers, Francis Robert 
Perkins, Walter James 
Peskett, Reginald Frank 
Peter, Apsley Kenelm 


Bantoft, Edward Spencer 
Bartelmeh, Alfred Leonardt 
Bartlett, Charles Michael 
Bateson, Cecil William 


Beor, Guy White Polglase, Frank Coleman 
Bonwick, Walter Emmanuel Poole, Walter Edward 
Bradley, Jesse Prentice, John 


Pulleyn, James 

Rawson, Henry Foster 
Richards, William Stanley 
Rodwell, Francis John 
Rogers, Sydney 

Rowlands, Montague Arthur 
Scorah, Frederick William 
Scott, George Henry 

Seager, John Edward 

Smart, Roger, M.A, Oxon. 
Smith, Edgar Emile Bradley 
Smith, Frederic Gordon 
Spencer, Richard Basset 
Sprake, Percy Jeans 

Stallon, Frank Douglas 
Starling, Martin William 
Stephenson, Charles Lindsay 
Templeman, Thomas John Wem- 


Breton, Walton Guy Nicholas 
Bridges, Richard Conway 
Brown, Robert Cyril 
Browning, Ernest Russell 
Carr, Henry Johnson 
Chadwick, James Edward 
Chown, John Stanley 
Cole, Kenneth Preston 
Crawford, William Lindsay 
Crispin, John Kendall 

, James Henry Nelson 
Donnellan, Bernard 
Dowling, Ralph Patrick O’Brien 
Dowson, Noel Cecil 

m, Conrad Hampden 
Dudley, Eric Whittineten 
Dunphy, Charles Stephens 
E n, John Evelyn 


Fernie, Thomas Herbert bridge 
weett, John Francis St. Aubyn Thompson, Edward Vincent, B.A. 
Foote, Wilfred St. George (Camb) : 


Thrall, Edward Alwyn 

Tippetts, Thomas Charles Durand 
Titcomb, Egbert Frederick 
Tomlinson, Clarence Samuel 
Tunstall, Thomas Charles 

Turner, Henry Rede 

Turner, Thomas Randolph Hart 
Vaisey, Roland Maddison 
Vickers, Stansfeld, B.A. (Camb.) 


Fort, Harold Mellor 
French, William Gordon 
prorml John 

ner, James Selby, B.A. (Oxon. 
ae aatie J * ( , 

enister, Harold William 
Graham, Cecil N ewton 
Edward 


Hampshire, Frank Cyril 
Hands, 7 


i Samuel Waddell-Dudley, Gerald Piers 
Ha Norman Walthall, Thomas Devall 
earfield, John Warner, Arthuy Hemmings 








Wilson, John 
Woodgate, Giles Musgrave Gordon 
Young, Herbert James 


FINAL EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 19th and 20th of June, 
1905: 

Alexander, James Graham, B.A., Foster, James Reilly 
LL.B. (Camb.) Frankland, Albert Ernest, B.A. 


Wells, John Duncan 
West, Robert Cecil 
White, James Dennett 


Andrew, George Lyons (Oxon.) — : 
Annear, William Powell Fraser, Cecil Edward Reginald 
Arnold, Matthew Gain, Jose} poo 

ur 


Astbury, Charles Wilfrid Russell § Gallop, Jo , 
Aston, aig Poni a oe on ae . en Edwin 
Babi ,J Cyril, ba . Gibson, Norman 

nb.) Goodman, Harold Temple 


(Camb.) Y 
Bailey, John Beswick Goodwin, Sidney Otto 
Barnard, Arthur Frank Green, Ernest Edward 


Barnett, Arthur Inglis Grenside, Harold Cutcliffe, B.A. 
Barton, Bertie Bowman 


(Oxon.) 
Barwick, John Marshall Dinsdale, Griffith, Joseph, B.A. (Camb.) 
B.A. (Oxon.) Grimshaw, Thomas Nicholas 
Bater, Carl William Reeves Grundy, Arthur Edward 
Baucher, Albert Edward Hands, Joseph Adrian 


Bearder, Harold Ingham Hannam- , Theodore 

Beatts, Douglas Nairn Hargreaves, John : 

Beirnstein, Joseph Barnett Hargreaves, Robert Oddie 

Birch, Frank Harris, Thomas Richard 
Hatch, Percy 


Blaiberg, Harold Ephraim . ce 
Blaker, Richard Norman Rowsell, Hawking, Henry William 

B.A. (Camb.) Haworth, Robert Chester 
Bloomfield, Charles Hazlerigg, Grey, B.A. (Camb.) 
Blunt, John Warden, M.A. (Oxon.) Hellyar, Richmond Percival 
Bone, John Hepworth, Joseph 
Bowring, Frank Harvey, B.A. (Oxon.)Hickman, ‘Thomas Halghton Trevor 
Briggs, Edwin Ashworth, LL.B. Hill, Frederick Clarence 

(Lond.) Hill, Samuel Russell 
Brook, Frederick Benjamin, B.A., Hind, Alfred a B.A. (Camb.) 


LL.B. (Camb.) Holmes, Freder 
Brown, Charles Alfred Hope, Arthur Eckersley 
Brown, William Helmsley Howard, William Charles 
Butler, Walter Huntriss, Edward Mitchell, B.A. 
Butterworth, Jabez a. y 
Byers, John, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.) Hyner, illiam John 
Caldecutt, Harry Idiens, Albert William 
Caroe, Cecil Niels, B.A. (Oxon ) Inskip, John Hampden, B.A. 
Cartmell, Harold (Camb.) _ 
Catton, Alfred Jacka, William Thomas 
Cawley, Gilbert _— nen — tomb) Willan, B.A., 
Chalmers-Hun orman ran’ . . 

“(C > a John William 


B.A. (Oxon.) 


Chappell, Percy Herbert Jacobs, Myer Albert 


erbert Richard, M.A. 


Chetham, Henry Arthur James, 
Claypon, Joseph — Lane 2 Bg 
Thomas He omas 
Chee. ohn] LL. Jones, Alan Anthony Grantham 


Clegg, John, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.) u 
Clegg, John Barlow Jordeson, George Stephenson 
Clifford, Ernest a a me Eaut, Bosses = 

t, Franci A. Ken’ 
Cockshott, cis ery, 3, es 


Camb.) Kenyon, Haro 
odley, Alfred Ernest LLB. (Camb.) 
Collins, Philip Kitson, Robert Graham 
Comery, Walter Ernest Kitson, Thomas Binks 
Cooper, George Arthur, B.A, Ladner, John Eric 

Oxon.) Layne, Charles Edward 
Cope, John Ralph Obre Harold Cronshaw 
Cornu, George Maurice Lloyd, ig! Harris 
Cresswell, Edward Henry Mc id, Reginald 
Guisose, Charles Hil eaies Ramah B.A. (Camb.) 
Culross, Charles " mond, B.A. 

¥ Maitland, John Pelham Blanchard 


Cushing, Arthur Robert 
Dabbs, Arthur Henr: 

Damant, James Charles Wilson 
Daw, George Coode 

Dickinson, Richard, LL.B. 


Mallett, Edwin Arthur 

Manser, Robert Marsack, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Marshall, Alan Fraser 

Martin, John William 


Victoria) 4 
PR Ng Henry Mathews, Wilfrid Clarkson, B.A. 
Dowding, Arthur Charles —— 

Drury, Thomas Waterworth mag d, Cecil Beven 
vin, 


Duckers, James Scott 


George fo 
Eastwood, Christopher William Milling, Thomas William 


Milton, Thomas St. Michael 


Edgington, Albert Henry 

Entwistle, Joseph Mitcheson, 

Evans, John Moger, Herbert Derwent 
Eve, William Moger, Robert 


Morell, Stephen Kingsley 
Mountain, Harold, B.A, (Camb.) 
ste John, B.A, (Oxon.) 


, 
Fazackerley, Henry 
Fisher, Arthur Samuel 
Fisher, Henry John, B.A, (Oxon.) 
Fisher, Thomas Norman 





Dudley Arthur, B.A. 
Flavell, Thomas (Camb. ) 
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Oliver, Edmund Giffard, B.A. Stewart, Francis John 
(Camb.) Stewart, Robert Strother, M.A. 
Other, Thomas Archer Windsor (Durham) 
Outhet, Thomas William Stirling, Frederick, B.A. (Camb.) 
Parker, Arthur Stollard, Frank Harold 
Peake, Geoffrey Copson Stollard, William Sidney 
Pearson, William George Frederick Suckling, Cornelius Vincent 
LL.B. (Lond.) Swallow, Francis Benjamin 
Percy, Hugh James Tait, Anthony McHarg 
Philpot, William, B.A. (Camb.) Taylor, Geoffrey Chares Rimington, 
Pratt, Bernard William Harries B.A. (Camb.) 
Ramsden, James Hildebrand Taylor, Raymond Seaton 


Randall, John Alfred Thompson, George 
Rendell, James Hugh Thornton, Philip Reginald 
Reynolds, Cecil Abbott, B.A. Thorp, Charles Edward 

(Oxon.) Trumpler, Stephen Alfred Hermann, 


Richardson, James Henry 
pn Herbert Richard 
Robson, Richard 


B.A. (Oxon) 
Turner, George Perrior 
Utley, Robert Norman 
Rodwell, Arthur Christopher Vaisey, John Clere 
Rogers, Charles Stuart Anderson Wade, Percy Jackson 
Rosenstock, Rudolph, M.A. (Oxon.) Walker, Norman Duguid, B.A., 
Ryott, Thomas Gurney, LL.B. LL.B. (Camb.) 
(Camb.) Warburton, Thomas Alfred 
Salt, Harold Geoffrey Warder, William Elim 
Samuel, Charles Robert Warren, John Howard, B.A. (Camb.) 
Sanders, William Lacey Weguelin, Thomas Louis Luz 
Scott, Theodore James West, Charles Leopold 
Scott, William Emiley Oscar White, Charles Ashwin 
Sharp, Richard Joseph Wilbraham, Roger Eustace 


Skeels, Percy Bernard Williams, Geoffrey Bridgewater, 
Slade, Percival Claude Avery, B.A. B.A. (Oxon) 

(Camb.) Williams, Lewis Arnold 
Smallman, Raleigh Strong Wing, Charles William 
Smith, Herbert Winskell, Robert 
Sparrow, William Austin Young, Walter Stuart, B.A., LL.B. 
Sprinz, Philip (Camb.) 


Stevens, George Southall 





The Law Society Prize Men. 


The following is a list of the students who have been successful in 
obtaining the prizes awarded by the Legal Education Committee on the 
work of the educational year ended June, 1905, and the certificates of dis- 
tinction awarded on the work of the first and second terms, 1905: Final 
Students—First prize, Mr. F. M. Caporn; second prize, Mr. James 
Everidge ; third prize, Mr. K. V. Dolleymore, fourth prize, Mr. Ernest 
Nash. Intermediate Students—First prize, Mr. W. R. Strickland; second 
prize, Mr. E. A. Davidson. Certificates of distinction awarded on the 
work of the first term, 1905—Final Students— Equity—Mr. B. W. Arnold, 
Mr. C. A. Davis, Mr. 8. B. Gottlieb, Mr. Ernest Nash, Mr. F. A. Carlton 
Smith, Mr. M. R. Walker. Probate, Divorce, and Ecclesiastical Law— 
Mr. F. M. Caporn. Intermediate Students—Public Rights—Mr. E. A. 
Davidson. Civil Injuries—Mr. H. M. Bowden, Mr. E. A. Davidson, Mr. 
E. M. Gollancz Certificates of distinction awarded on the work of the 
second term, 1905—Final Students—Law of Contract—Mr, F. L. Allwood, 
Mr. F. M. Caporn, Mr. M. R. Walker. Admiralty Law and Practice— 
Mr. F. M. Caporn, Mr. C. A. Davis, Mr. F. A. Carlton Smith. Inter- 
- gome Students—Things Personal and Rights in Private Relations—Mr. 





Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. W. J. Dixon, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a Revising 
Barrister on the Oxford Circuit, in succession to Mr. L. Morton Brown, 
recently appointed Stipendary Magistrate at Birmingham. 

Mr. Avexanpex 8S. Hanvey, barrister-at-law, formerly of his Majesty’s 


Consular Service in China, has been appointed Professor of English and 
International Law in the University of Peking. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Wiis Hewny Prance, Henry Penrose Prance, and Czcu, Trevenen 

Parance, solicitors (Prance & Prance), Plymouth. June 30. So far as 

the said William Henry Prance, who retires therefrom; the 

business will henceforth be carried on by the remaining partners under 
the same partnership name. [ Gazette, July 7. 

Cravoz Svurrow Leeuirre and Wiiisam Smeon Jerome, solici 

(Lermitte & Jerome), 40, High Holborn, London. April 20. ° sei 

[ Gazette, July 11. 





General. 


On Tuesday the Royal Assent was given to the following Bill 

; 2 g Bills amongst 

others—viz., Consolidated Fund (No. 2), Mr. Speaker's Retirement, War 
Stores Commission, and University College, London (Transfer), 





It is announced that in consequence of the heavy character of the 
criminal work at the Maidstone Assizes, the hearing of civil actions there 
has been postponed untii Monday morning, the 24th inst. Mr. Justicg 
Bray will return to Maidstone for this purpose after the Guildford Assizeg, 


Lord Alverstone, at the dinner of the Hardwicke Society, said, 
according to the Hvening Standard, that when he was a law officer he 
only had one difference with Sir Edward Clarke. He ventured to appoint 
a conference at half-past nine, and Sir Edward Clarke wrote back, ‘‘ My 
dear Attorney,—I will do everything I can for you, but I will not get up 
in the middle of the night.”’ 


The President of the Probate Division, in summing up a case on 





Wednesday, remarked that everyone was entitled to make his or her wil] 
at any time or place he or she might choose, subject to certain legal 
formalities. Nevertheless he had often thought, having regard to the 
number of death-bed wills which came before the court, that such testa. 
mentary documents should be executed in the presence of some public 
official or notary. 


It is announced that Mr. Arthur Underhill, having been appointed one 
of the conveyancing counsel of the High Court of Justice, has resigned the 
offices of reader and examiner in the law of property and conveyancing to 
the Council of Legal Education; but, with the consent of the Lord 
Chancellor and at the request of the council, his resignation will not take 
effect until Christmas, so as to enable his successor to be appointed at the 
usual date for the appointment of the teaching staff for the year 1906, 


A member of the House of Commons is, says the Westminster Gazette, 
included in the list of those in receipt of judicial pensions in the current 
Finance Accounts. This is the Right Hon. C. H. Hemphill, the Liberal 
member for North Tyrone, and the last Liberal Solicitor-General for 
Ireland. Mr. Hemphill was county court judge for Kerry from 1864 to 
1878, and for his services in that capacity he is in receipt of a pension of 
£1,050 a year. Long ago as it is since Mr. Hemphill became a coun 
court judge, the present county court judge of Tyrone, a division of whi 
Mr. Hemphill represents in Parliament, was on the bench before him, 
Sir Francis Brady, Bart., the Tyrone judge, has been acting since 1861. 


Judge Irving G. Vann, of the New York Court of Appeals, in hig 
address to the graduates of the Albany Law School, suggested, says the 
Albany Law Journal, “‘ that no part of the proceeds of litigation, whether 
arising from judgment collected or settlement made, aside from taxable 
costs, should be paid either to the attorney or client, until the amount of 
compensation for services has been approved by the court, upon — 
application. The amount should be paid into court, to await 
approval, which should not rest wholly on the agreement of the attorney 
and client, whether made in advance or at the time of the application, but 
should also depend upon the amount of work done and the risk of getting 
any pay whatever, owing to the uncertainty attending all litigation. In 
other words, the court should be empowered and required to fix an 
amount, not exceeding a certain sum or proportion, that would be just and 
equitable to both parties under all circumstances.’’ 


At the Bristol Assizes on Wednesday, says the Daily Mail, a prisoner, on 
a charge of having in his possession moulds for making counterfeit coin 
and uttering several spurious florins, attributed the manufacture of the 
coins to an article in a magazine purporting to have been written by one 
who had “done time’’ for the offence. Mr. Justice Bigham, in passing 
sentence, said: ‘‘ I wish tosay that I believe that the pernicious article 
in that magazine probably first suggested to your silly mind the perpetra- 
tian of this crime. I cannot too strongly denounce the editor of that 
magazine for allowing such an article to go forth to the public. Every one 
knows that these magazines get into the hands of young people, and the least 
cautious man ought to have known that such an article in the hands of 
young people might very probably lead to the perpetration of a crime such 


as yours. [ shall take that circumstance into consideration in mitigation 
of your offence. You must go to prison with hard labour for two 
months.”’ 


In the House of Commons, on the 6th inst. Mr. Remnant asked the 
Attorney-General whether his attention had been called to the memorandum 
of the 23rd of June, 1905, issued by the Law Society on the working of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, which was declared, after seven years’ trial, 
to be a conspicuous failure; and whether, seeing that the Lord Chancellor, 
when introducing the Bill, stated that the scheme was only to proceed by 
the most gradual steps, and only by the light of experience, his Majesty's 
Government would now order an inquiry to be held into the working of 
the Act. The Attorney-General said that a longer experience was requi 
of the Act before anything could usefully be done in the way of inquiry or 
amendment. Sir A. Rollit asked whether an inquiry had not been 

romised. The Attorney-General said he was no party to any promise, 
but if a promise had been made in any quarter where there was authority 
to make one it would be carried out. Hecould not undertake to advise his 
Majesty’s Government on a question of policy of that sort. 


A special report from the Select Committee on the Trade-Marks Bill, 
which has just been issued, states in effect that in the opinion of the com- 
mittee it is desirable to maintain the existing organization of the Patent 
Office ; that further latitude in the definition of a trade-mark is desirable; 
that parties interested should have the option of appeal, on application for 
registration or in opposition thereto, either to the court or to the Board of 
Trade, but that if the Board of Trade is selected there should be no 
further appeal, unless the board elect to refer the matter to the court, 
The committee also suggest that where there has been no bond fide trade 
user of a trade-mark for five years since the last registration the trade-mark 
may, on the application of any aggrieved person, be removed from the 





register, and’ that after seven years it shall not be open to attack the 
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wlidity of the original registration, also that the present power of the bey 7 EO ~ = oe ee omy! in front ek mae 


of Trade to make general rules for classifying goods and regulating 
the business of the Patent Office, should be maintained, and they 
recommend the insertion in the Bill of a ‘‘ Manchester Clause. ” The 
committee have inserted the necessary amendments in the Bill. 


A special general meeting of the members of the Incorporated Law 
Society of Ireland was, says the Times Dublin correspondent, held on the 
tth inst. for the purpose of considering what steps should be taken to facili- 
tate the working of the Land Purchase Acts. Mr. E. M’ Loughlin, president, 
occupied the chair, and there was a large attendance of members. Mr. 
William Fry moved the following resolution: ‘‘ That this meeting of the 
Incorporated Law Society of Ireland, representing not alone the profession 
of solicitors but also landlords, tenants, incumbrancers, and other classes 
of the community all vitally interested in the speedy working of the Land 
Purchase Acts, hereby protests against the present delay which exists in 
carrying out sales the terms of which have been agreed upon between land- 
lords and tenants, which delay is chiefly attributable to ihe want of funds 
to meet the advances applied for, and to the inability, through inadequacy 
of the staff of the Estates Commissioners, to cope with the work; and 
further, that, inasmuch as no legislation is required to obviate this delay, 
this meeting calls upon his Majesty’s Government to make such financial 
arrangements as may be found necessary to facilitate the working of the 
Estates Commission, and to relieve the deadlock which exists.’’ The reso- 
lution was adopted unanimously, and it was ordered that copies should be 
forwarded to the Prime Minister, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the 
lord Lieutenant, the Chief Secretary, and the Irish law officers. 

Judge Rentoul, K.C., had, says the Times, an exceptional point 
before him a few days ago in the City of London Court. Jacob 
Rehm sued Benjamin Barnett for £15 damage done to a 
and trap. It seemed that before the action was brought the plaintiff 
went to Mr. Robinson, solicitor, who wrote a letter to the defendant, 
who repudiated his liability. The plaintiff called twice after that 
on Mr. Robinson, but could not see him. The plaintiff issued bis 
own summons, but he had not paid any fee to Mr. Robinson. > 
then sent the summons to Mr. Robinson, who replied, returnin, 
saying he had already been instructed to appear for the defendant. ha 
Mr. Robinson appeared in court for the defendant. Mr. T. H. Aldous, for 
the plaintiff, thought it a strange state of things. Judge Rentoul, K.C., 
said he had never known such a position to have arisen before. When a 
barrister was in doubt as to whether he ought to hold a brief he usually 
consulted the Attorney-General. There was not any intentional impro- 
priety on Mr. Robinson’s part, but he thought he ought not to appear for 
the defendant under the circumstances. The case would be adjourned for 
another solicitor to be instructed. Mr. Robinson said the wane was much 
more far-reaching than might appear on the surface, as litigants might, if 
80 inclined, easily prevent an advoeate who had specialized in a particular 
line of cases from appearing, and so ruin his practice. It was all very well 
to talk of the high morality of the legal profession, but solicitors must live 
like other people. Judge Rentoul thoroughly concurred, and said he 
would be glad if Mr. Robinson would consult the Incorporated Law 
Society. Mr. Robinson said he would. 








Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or ReGistRars In ATTENDANCE ON 







Date. Emercency Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ss Rota. No. 2. KEKEWICH. FarweL.L. 
Mr. bay 4 Mr. Jackson 
Pemberton 
Farmer Foner 
Jackson King R. Leach Pemberton 
. Leach Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
Godfrey i R. Leach Pemberton 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
este Buck.ey. Joyor. Swinren Eapy. Wasrineton. 
re 17 Mr. Church Mr. i m Mr. Theed Mr. Greswell 
Tuesday . ose Greswell ba W. Leach Church 
Church Carrington Theed W. Leah 
7 Beal Se Theed 
ure n King 
Greswell ee W. Leach Farmer 











The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


sa 19.—Messrs. Desenuam, Tewson, Farmer, & Barperwarer (in conjunction with 
Messrs, Marrurws, Marrisws, & GoopmAN), at W: ester House, Old Broad- 
street, E.C. (in the Great Hall), at 12, in 81 Lots: —The Fifth Portion of the Seas 


Batate at Woolwich : Highly important and valuable Freehold Properties, comprising 
ery large number of Houses, Shops, and other pesntens, including four Prallye 
licensed Public-houses and a Wine and t Beerhouse; th ies at present produce 


|e £1,350 per annum, Solicitors, Messrs. G. F. thudeo™ thews, & Co., don. 
I See advertisements, this week, p. iii.) 
uly 19.—Messrs. H, B. Foster & Cxanvrerp, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Property, 
known as South Benfleet Bricktields comprising 34 — of land, with suita e 
foreman’s cottage and garden buildings, machinery, and Fy Pimlico: Two 


Leasehold Houses, Nos. 159 and 161, Say ep A and together pro- 
ducing pg re annum. Solicitors, Messrs, B betel, Lond jon.— Mile Bnd- 
Toad : secured Freehold Rent of & £100, nv ate upon licensed of, premio — 


Barnes (close to the Station, River, and Omnibus route) : In Lots, the 


Avustrat Investment Synpicate, Laue Cnties are 


CAMPHALTE, Lire = a 


Ducugess THEATRE, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 4, 


July 20.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & CRANFIELD, at the Mart, at 2: 


REVERSIONS : 
To Five-eighteenths of a Trust Fund, value £47,000; lady aged 45. Solicitors, 


Messrs. King & Burrell, 
To Twosevenths of One-half of a ‘Trust Fund, value £24,000, male aged 78 and 
“BL wteinberg, En. London, 
nO. IL. wtetaberg, 
To One-fourth Fy ym he age ay sone, 5. 5 hone 67, 62, 61, 55, sed 
0 Une-' of £3. y ‘George » Sp 
45; 8 to another Share of the same fund. Solicitor, 8598 ta 
on. 


To Cueto of o Tent Beek, wis value £6,560; lady aged 76. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Hawes, Wood, & Ware, London. 
To One-fourth of Funds of valug of £4,988 and £4,364, om decease or marriage of a 
aged 57. Solicitors, Messrs. Rose-Innes, son, & Crick, London. 
To One Atth ot « Trust Fund, value £1,400; life 60. Solicitors, Messrs. Tippetts, 


To Soa a Rass ee, wine SR lady aged 61. Solicitors, Messrs, 
POLICIES for £4,200, £3. £2,500, £2,500, £2,500, £2,500, £1,000, £500, £300, £250. 
0. y 
Bolici on eto, on, & Co., Messrs, Maitlande, Peckham, & Co., Messrs. 
Bird & Bird, and J. Fr donee, Ba all of 


Regent-street. years (with vacact possession): An 
exceptionally valuable Building ik Seeehie bp Un ton ael a eee eulpeaee 
—_ ea has a frontage of about 28 feet, a depth of about 80 feet, and 
in superficial area of 2,210 feet, ae 2 oan oe = | — of an 

D of buiidings suitable for trade purposes. Solicitors, Messrs. Lawrence, 
— raham, & Co., London. (See advertisement, this week, back page.) ; 


(See advertisements, this week 
July 20. i oe JosEPH ra Stowss, will Let Let by Au Auction, at the Mart, at 2:—27, Maddox-street, 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, July 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep 1x CHancery. 


send in their names and ad: the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Brinkler Woodthorpe, Lead Korey Leadenhall st 

Bowsp Pus.issine Co, nt Creditors =, required, on or before Aug J8, to send their 
names and addresses, and of their debts or claims, to James Alexander 


Hill Macnair, S08, Coeem Soom, SS ae 


before Ang 34, t ont Gat som 
ORE ar 





addresses, and th > peatiennons of their Gebts or claims, to G 
College hill chbrs Vernon & Co, st, solors to liquidator 


on July 18 Bryson & Wells, Lawrence lane, Cheapside, solors oo Notice = 
appearing must reach the above pen ae te later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 17 
Hueues Parent Nut Fastener, ef are required, on or before Aug 10, to 


send their names and the particulars of their debts and claims, to 
Thorne Godwin, 12, it st 

Locks Sree. Caarn Co, Lumen (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or befo e 
Aug 1, to send their names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, o 


Wi Watkins, 62, London wall 
Lowboy anpD GLoBE. Finance pgp y Luwtep (1895) (tx Liqurpatiox)—Creditors 
addresses, and particulars 


are required, on or emagy 5 A eir pames 
of their debts or claims, to J 6S een one : 

Norra Western Assuciatep Gotp Mines (W.A.), case for up, 
sented June 29, be heard on July 18 wo, Noles or petners 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not wt lan Gane dak wee 


noon of July 17 

Orance River Sonera, Sams Limrrep—Petn for sais si up, BP presented July 1, directed to 
be heard on Jul & Co, Old Broad st, solors for petners Notice of appear- 
ing must reach t CRE i bihimentiwe 

Parent Torvep Spoke Co, Limirep— Creditors are required, on or before por hing be Ss a to send 
their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or clai) 
| ag aber , 110, Edmund st, Birming Hargreave & Heaton, Bisentnghann, oshers 

or liquidator 

Pesan Lunrgp (Manchester, Foroishers)—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 18, 
to send thei and addresses, and the particalars of their debts and claims, to 
byte Smethurst, 26, Pall Mall, Manchester Chapman & Brooks, Manchester, solors 
to liquidator 

West AUSTRALIAN ExpLorine AND Fiyaxce Corporatrox, Lourep (ix Liguipatiox)— 
Creditors are required, on or before Aug 4, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to J Forrest, 535, Salisbury House 


London Gasette.—Turspay, July 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoorep in CHancery. 


Asgerretwryts Brick Co, as —Petn for winding up, prese 
be heard at the Town Hall, Aberystwyth, July 21, at 12. Adgie, Lee 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
eee of July 2u 
Bazaar Supp.y Association, Luurap—Petn for winding u Lag = June 20, directed 
to be heard ac County Court, Werhante 58, Siapent> cese ‘yne, July 2u. \y ty —_ 
Newcastle upon solors for age Notice of must reach the 
named not later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of July 19 
CLypEspALe Restavu _ (Prccapitty, Maxcarst« Mo Liurrep —Creditors are mand, 
addresses, and 


on or before Aug 14, to the particulars of 


Joun Buiont STRAMBHIP Co, io Sreamsnire Mayrisip Co, Loursep; Sreamsarr 
Someraiit Co, Lumrsep; Roruggriip Steameair Co, Lunrep ; Nurrieup STRamsuir 
Co, Limrrep ; ‘Feamrreup Cae, Co, Lunrep Ly uw Lagu 1atioN)—Creditars are 
required, 0 on or before A names and addresses, and the of 
their debts or claims, to A. irc Edward Tylor, #4, Leadenhall st Bottereli & Roche, 8t 


Axe, solors for liquidator 
uired, on or before Aug 22, to send their 


Lonpon aed Co, Liurrep— Creditors are 
names and atiouges, a08 He gastetnen of debts or claims, to Batchelor & Co, 


Pancras In, solors for liq 
Porrers Decouative Surecy Co, Loarrap—Creditors are 1equi 
addresses, and 


send their names and the of 
Ciement Bladen, Albion st, Hanley. Siem, Ete, cen ts ee 
> 


fe 
: 


Stramrorp Manuractvatne Co, Limirep Pa gee tay 
send their names and addresses, and the 
Clowes Kenyon, 5, Mount st, Manchester. 
Yorxstras Exsornic Tramways Consrraverion Syxpicara, Liwrrep — 
required, on or before A addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to 


19, to send their pames and 
H Andrews, 14, Victoria st, W 





Nine Long Leasehold Residences, known as Nos, 13 to 19 (odd), ond ae to 69 te ead). 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, July 7, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arxixsox, Herpert, Gt Horton, hag ag) Fried Fish 
Dealer Bradford Pet July 4 Ord Jul 
Barrett, Arreep, Smethwick, Staffs, Geen “West Brom- 
wich Pet July3 Ord July 8 
Bioomperc, Morais, College ct, w-e-Yy 8tick 
Mounter High Court Pet July 4 Ord July 
Bow.tzy, W H, Hatton garden, Pd Agent 
High Court Pet Junel7 Ord July 4 
Bowman, Epuunp Scottay, New Cross rd, ey 
Surgeon High Court Pet July5 Ord July 5 
Broapuvurst, Taomas Wituiam, Walsall, Malleable Iron- 
founder Walsall Pet June 28 Ord June 28 
Brause, Atrrep, Prospect rd, Woodford Green, Essex, 
Builder High Court Pet July 3 Ord July 3 
Cuziox, James, Tipton, Staffs, General Wealer Dudley 
Pet July4 Ord July4 
Davies, Joun Coarizs, Hadnall, Salop, Farmer Shrews- 
Pet July1 Ord July 1 
Dickix, Henry, Bishop’s rd, Cambridge Heath, Cabinet 
Manufacturer High Court Pet July4 Ord July 4 
Exciz, Agrave ,Stockton on Tees, Hairdresser Stockton 
on Tees PevJuly 4 Ord July 4 
Fav: kyer, Al Frep reat, Lincoin, Bootmaker Lincoln 
Pet Juty3 Ord July 3 
Grorce, CHargtes Tuomas, and James Witspoy, Solihull, 
Warwick, Wheelwnghts Birmingham Pet July 4 
Ord July 4 
Go.psere, Isipor, Leeda, Cigar Traveller Leeds Pet July 
1 Ord July 1 
Hawnarorp, Hervert, Modbury, ‘am Rabbit Dealer 
Plymouth Pet July5 Ord July5 
Haywaerp, Hewey Wiiiiam, Minster Lovell, a at 
Oxford, Baker Oxford Pet July5 Ord Jul 
Haywaep, WILLIAM Hesry, Long ln, West Sraithfeld, 
Sara Frame Maker High Court Pet July 4 Ord 
am Henry Davin, Broughton, Manchester, Calico 
Printer Manchester Pet July4 Ord July 4 
Hicxsow, Epwagp, Balsall Heath, Birmingham, Dairyman 
gham Pet July4 Ord July 4 
Houimes, A.seat, Burnley, Lancs, Pianoforte Dealer 
Burnley Pet July5 Ord July5 
mato, coma Bargoed, Glam, Repairer Merthyr Tydfil 
- uly4 Ord July4 
Saien Wituiax, gers Manchester, Grocer Manchester 
Pet July 3 Ord Jul 
Isceam, WILLIAM Fan hl Hounsdown, Southampton, 
Saddler Southampton Pet J uly 4 Ord July 4 
a, ane Po — Carpenter Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
uly 4 
oxen Spencer, High rd, Tottenham Portsmouth 
une 20 Ord July 3 
wm. ees Joux Hewry, Titchfield, Hants, Com- 
—s Traveller Portemouth Pet July 3 Ord July 3 
Grorcz Artnvr, Carlisle, Baker Carlisle Pet 
July 3 Ord July 3 
Lez. Water, Ashford, Middlesex, Builder Croydon Pet 
June 10 Ord July 4 
Locas, Exxzet, oe Reed Maker, Ashton under Lyne 
Pet July1 Ord July 1 
Mazxs, Jou, Clifton hill, Maida sae ane Importer 
High Court Pet Junel4 Ord J 
Matruews, 
Exeter 


meet 
Pet 


ames Hewny, . savy ‘Comminion Agent 
‘et July 1 Ord July 1 
ee ed Jan's Wrexham, Builder Wrexham Pet July 
Oza, x, Hassext, H igh st, Acton, Fishmonger Brentford 
uly y3 
onan Coza Ungunart Brows, ret ct, Strand, Actress 
High Court Pet July 5 Ord Jaly 
Prestox, Fraxcis Newsreap, Bridlington Scarborough 
Pet n Pet duly 6 Ora daly 6 
Pexzstos, Saran Axw webury, Greengrocer Dewsbur 
Pe July 4 Ord Jul y4 : 
Roaps, Moxstacve Lixtox, Newark, ee, Publican 
Nottingham Pet May 3: Ord July 
Surrn, Syp»zy, Manstield, Notts, Plumber Nottingham 
Pe July 4 ‘Ord July 4 
Leeds Pet July 


Srasros, pm Kk, Leeds, Pork Butcher 
y¥3 

Squirez, Heezer be Kingsbridge, Devon, Baker 
Pi Pet Jul: Ord July 3 

Srevess, A Vavouas, nden, Herts Bt Albans Pet 
May 19 Ord July 3 

Sriureos, Wiitiam, Northampton, Grocer Northampton 

es wg teed 4 — wing B 

DY mas Matuew, Pri rd, Hornsey High Court 

Pa May % Ord Juve 19 “ 

Waxers, zT1x, Bath, Pratt Merchant Bath Pet July 
5 Ord Jaly 5 

wo, a Bristol, Fruiterer Bristol Pet July4 Ord 


J 
Wersmmess, Gronce Hexny, Market Drayton, Salop, 
Adayter of Artificial Teeth Crewe Pet July 5 Ord 
Wiuasams, Avreep Cuanize Haunseuars, Ilford, Home- 
Chemist Ch-lmsford Pet May ‘0 Ora July 2 
Wrviu1, Feeorxice Hesey, Compton ter, 
High C Pet May 4 Ord June 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Areiseos, Heueveet, Gt Horton, Bradford, Fried Fish 
uly 16 at 2 Off Rec, 2, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Bauer, Caaures Srvanr Wheeras, Croydon, Aucioneer 
Jury 16 at 1 120) 4A, reg app, London 
n College ct, Hammersmith, Btick 
Boe {Hat atil Bankruptcy bidg», Carey st 


Highbury 





Bow:er, W i. a ad er aa Agent July 
16 at 12 Ban peer biden, Carey 
‘aete BooLLaY Crom i Veterinary Sur- 


July 16 at 1 Bankrupt yy bldgs, Carey st 
a Aurezy, Woodtind oon, Builder’ July 17 
at 12 Bankruytey bidgs, Carey wt 





comms oo Hirst, Ashton under Lyne, Lancs July 19 
Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 

ouus t Roca Roe 2 Sawrey, Windermere, Lancs, Grocer 
July 19 at 10.45 Commercial Hotel, Kendal 

Cuzicx, James, Tipton, Staffs, Glass Dealer July 15 at 11 
Off Rec, 199, ota oy ag SO 

Davies, JoHuN CHARLES, Acton G oan 
Farmer July 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 42, S Jokn’s 
Shrewsbury 

Dicky, Henry, Bishop’s rd, Cambridge Heath, Cabinet 
Manufacturer July 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Epwarps, Davin, Neath, Glam, Soetetionse July 18 at 
12.30 O: , 31, Al 

Fau_kser, ALFaep Henry, Lincoln, Bootmaker July 20 at 
12 Off , 31, Silver st, 

FLETOHER, Wnsnet, Havant, ag Corset Manufacturer 
July 20 at 4 Off Ree, Cambridge junc, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Green, ArTuur, Bradford, Manchester, Coal 
July 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Haywargp, Witiiam Henry, Long in, West Smithfield, 
Picture Frame Maker July 18 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

—- Joun b yD Le = Farmer July 19 at 11 

Commerci: ndal 
— Jouy, aoe Gam, Repairer July 17 at 3 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tyofil 
a. Tsomas, Dowlais, Glam, Carpenter July 18 at 3 
High st, Merthyr Tydtil 

Junanh, CHARLES, Fairheld Buxton, Derby, Solicitor July 
19 at 2.30 Bankrupte bldgs, Carey st 

Keys, Tasker SPENCER, High Tottenham July 20 at 3 
Off bridge junc, High st, Portsmou 

Kigcaer, CHRISTOPHER, and Davin Hurw 1Tz, Cheetham, 
Manchester, Jewellers July 15at11 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, Manchester 

LayuaM, Epwarp Jouy Hewry, Titchfield, Hants, Com- 
mercial Traveller July 20 at 5 Off Rec, Cambridge 
junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Laxton, Gzorce Artuur, Carlisle, Baker July 15 at 10 

Ree, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
LisDLey, BERNARD, Boughton, Notts, Carter July 18 at 12 
Kee, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Mitprep, James, Mansion House chmbrs, Queen Victoria 
st, Land Agent July 19 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

MitcHe yt, W1LL14mM Gorpoy, Manor pl, Paddington Green, 
Sora Ironmonger July 19 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
are 

Morse, W J, Hoxton st, Shoreditch, ee - rrrcmeeed 
July 17 at 230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Care 

Rees, Witi1aM, Briton Ferry, Haulier uly. 18 at 11.30 
Off Ree, 31, Alexander rd, Swansea 

RicHarpsox, JOSEPH, Woodhall Spa, Lincs, Bookseller 
July 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Ricsarpsoxn, Witt1am Noegsgis, Leire, Leicester, Painter 
July 17 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Rizey, Wit.1am, Bridgend, Timber Importer July 17 at 12 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Russet, Faeperick WILLIAM Eryest, Spalding, Lines, 
Musical Instrument Dealer July li at 11 Off Rec, 
14, Bedford row 

Sranton, Frank, Leeds, Pork Butcher July 19at11 Off 
Ree, 92, Park row, Leeds 

SToKEs, FREDERICK Wit.14m, Crawley, Sussex, Auctioneer 
July 18 at 2 George Hotel, Crawley 

Sroxz, Jack, Swallow st, Regent a. Tobacconist July 17 
at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

TuropaLps, Wit11AM, B é row, Architect July 17 at 1 
Bank ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Weisscerses, Perer, Chatsworth rd, Clapton, Baker July 
17 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Woxre, Wittiam, Swansea, Fishmonger July18at12 Off 
Ree, § al, Alexand ra rd, Swansea 

Woops, Jouy, Wollaston, Northampton, Grocer July 19 
at1l Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baker, Coarces Stuart “Ord gal \ een Auctioneer 
Croydon Pet June 21 Ord Jul 

Bakrett, ALrrep, Smethwick, sat, Grocer West Brom- 
wich Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Bioomserc, Morris, College ct, Hammersmith, Stick 
Mounter High Court Pet J uly 4 Ord July 4 

Bowmas, Epmunp Scottay, New Cross rd, Veterinary 
Surgeon High Court Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Broapsurst, Tuomas Wiit.iam, Walsall, Malleable Iron- 
founder Walsall Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Crake, Ann, Rhay: , Radnor, Draper Newtown Pet 
June 23 ‘Ord July 3 

Crez, Jonw CamrseE.t, - Ham, Builder High Court 
Pet May8 Ord July 

Cuzick, James, a "staffs, Glass Dealer Dudley Pet 
July 4 Ord July 4 

Davis, ALrrep, Upper North st, + ee Tobacconist High 
Court Pet Junel4 Ord J July 5 

E.ciz, ARTHUR, Btockton on Tees, Hairdresser Stockton 
on Tees Pet July4 Ord July 4 

Ex.tox, Brrnaup, Clevedon, Somerset, Ironfounder 
Birmingham Pet May 23 Ord June 30 

Evxon, Jounx, Liandudno, Draper Bangor Pet May 15 
Ord J uly 5 

Favuckyer, ALYrep oo Lincoln, Bootmaker Lincoln 
Pet July3 Ord Jul 

Friack, Wiittam Rice, 4 Phillimore pl, Kensington, 
Dentist High Court Dee ‘et Junels Or ‘July 4 

Geass, i, Leeds, Cigar Traveller Leeds Pet July 


1 Ju 
iecieosten Rein Modbu Devon, Rabbit Dealer 
Lovell, nr Witney, 


Plymouth Pet July5 Ord ily 5 
Oxford, Grocer Oxford Vet wed s “Ord July 5 
» Calico 


Haywarp, Hexny Wittiam, Munster L 
Hexnina, Henny Davin, B 
mr d= Brighton, Printer Brighton Pet May 5 





Printer Manchester Pet Sar" Ord July 4 
Ord Jul 


Hoimxs, p~ Burn Pianoforte Dealer Burnley Pet 
Jay 5 Ord July rad 





Hugues, fom. Bargoed, 
H oo JW pgm Ay Manchester, G 
UGHES, WILLIAM, me, r, Grocer Manchester 
Pet July3 Ord July 3 
Incram, ILLIAM Savane Hounsdown, Southampton, 
3 Saddler —— oe Pet July + Ord J 4 4 
onEs, Toomas. Dow! arpenter erthyr Tydfil 
uly4 Ord July 4 Pe 
Lams, CatuEertne, Tynemouth eens Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet May 26 Ord June 2 
Lanuam, Epwarp Jouy Henry, Titehfield, Hants, Com- 
mercial Traveller Portsmouth Pet July 3 Ord Julys 
Ln GEORGE ee Carlisle, Baker Carlisle 
Ord Jul: 
Lvcaty nag Pog Hyde, » beter Reed Maker Ashton unde 
Pet July 1 Ord ‘es & 
wn... #, James Henry, eter, Commission Agent 
Exeter PetJuly1 Ord July 1 
i —— Wrexham, Builder Wrexham Pet July3 
y3 


Morris, CuHartes Freprrick a Faly cre st, Strand 
High Court Pet Jan20 Ord J 

Newman, THomas Francis, oy eck, | ms ya House 
Agent High Court Pet May 19 Ord Jul 

Ogam, Hersert, es st, Acton, Fishmonger * Breatioad 
Pet July3 Ord 

Porter, WALTER ace, Birmiogham, Fruiterer Bip. 
mingham Pet June9 Ord June 30 

Porter, Cora Unqunart Brown, — ct, Strand, Actress 
High Court Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Preston, Francis seeeeaman, Bridlington Scarborough 

> Pet July 5 Ord July 5 » . 

RESTON, SARAH ANN, Dewsbury, Greengrocer Dewsb 

Pet July 4 Ord July 4 ~ 

Smith, Sypney, Mansfield, Notts, Plumber Nottingham 
Pet July 4 "Ord July 4 

SranTon, Frank, Leeds, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet July3 
Ord July3 

Squire, Tesenr Witu1am, Kingsbridge, Devon, Baker 
Plymouth Pet Jul M Ord July 3 

Srimpson, WILii1AMm, pton, Grocer Northampton 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Turner, Henry Sennen, Church st, Cote, Hosier 
High Court Pet May 24 Ord July 

Warren, Martin, Bath, Fruit Merchant Bath Pet July 
56 Ord July 5 

Weeks, Moszs, Bristol, Fruiterer Bristol Pet July 4 
Ord July 4 

W58itEHEAD, pusnee Henry, Market Drayton, { 
—— of Artificial Teeth Crewe Pet July5 On 

oy Tempest, Eccleston Hotel, Eccleston aq 
High Court Pet May li Ord J uly 3 


Amended notice substituted for that Te in the 
London Gazette of June 23 


Luewettyn, Lirwatiyn, Trecynun, Relen, Innkeeper 
Newport, Mon Pet June 21 Ord June 21 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
‘ORDER RESCINDED. 


Sart, Evizanera, John st, Edgware rd High Court Ree 
= Nov 10, 1904 Adjud Dec 19,1904 Herc and Annul 
y 3 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 11. . 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bere, Naruan, Caledonian rd, ae Manager High 
Court Pet July6 Ord July 

Bracu, Levi, Normanton Canmen, Yorks, Grocer Wake- 
field Pet June 28 Ord Jul 

Danrer, Joun SamvueL, Cardi  eeeeee Proprietor 
Cardiff Pet July 4 Ord July 

Davusexy, Gzorce G, kane ea Bucks Aylesbury 
Pet June6 Ord Jul y5 

Dopsox, Joun Ricuarp parzese, Sheffield 
Shettield Pet June 20 Ord July 6 

Douerty, Patrick E, York bldgs, Adelphi High Court 
Pet J une2 Ord J July 7 

ey Hees, York Regent’s Park High Court 
Pet June 14 Ord Jul 

Forp, Eenxy H, Crossfield a ~ | freee Clerk High 
Curt Pet March 23 Ord Jul 

Ganpyer, Wi.tiam Evenrsuep, a fy Joun Garpyer, Mill- 
ir Westminster High Court Pet June 15 Ond 

uly 7 

Grover, Wiii1am Joun. inditeioms rd, Cooper High Court 
Pet June 14 Ord July 

Goo p, Heasert Epwagp, *vilton, Somerset, Butcher Wells 
Pet July 1 Ord July 4 

Guicssy, Cuaries K, Whitefriars st High Court Pet June 
156 Ord July8 

Hitt, Frank, High Wycombe, Commercial Traveller Ayles- 
b Pet Juty 8 Ord July 8 

Hopees, Frank, Isleworth, Builder Brentford Pet June 
8 Ord July 7 


Isuzewoop, James Hasiam, Ansdell, nr ey Lanes, 
Wood Agent Preston Pet June6 Ord Ju 

Jacorr, Atbert Asquitu, Doncaster York 
Ord Jul 


y 
Kenge, Joun, Aveow st, Chelsea, Leather Seller High Court 
Pet Jul i Ord July 7 
LAMBEBT, ATTHEW Brown, Richmond, Yorks, Draper 
Northallerton Pet July 6 Ord Jul uly 6 
ovum A, Beaumont « uy Mile Ee Dairyman High 
Court Pet May2 Ord 
Mar.ow, Tuomas Setborne, 4g Alton, Hants, Butcher 
r PetJuly6 Ord July 6 
Rice Wisse Epwanp, Market Harborough, Baker 
Leicester Pet July 6 ‘Ord July 6 
Ricuauvs, Cuartes Warkin, and Wiiiam Jonn Baay, 
Surbiton, Grocers K. m Pet July7 Od July7 
Roseiren, Rovert Grouok, pen, pasee, Boot 
Yeovil Pet June 2 Ord J y A 
Rovs Lime ge = Weastleton, Suffolk, Shopkeeper Gt 


armou' uly8 Ord July 8 
Derby, Wheelwright 


Simrson, oe Anos, Oodnor, 
Nottingham Pet July6 Ord July 6 

ld Woodhcure, Yorks, Builder 

une 16 Ord July 6 


Srewanst, ponnas Hat 
Shetiiold Pet J 


Darnall, 


Pe 5 une 8 


Glam, Repairer Merthyr Tyaqy 





Mica 





905, 
—= 


rthyr Tydfil 
Manchester 
shag 
Tydfil Pet 
_ Newcastle 
ints, Com. 
Ord i 
arlisie 
hton under 
ion Agent 
Pet July3 
st, Strand 
* House 
Brentford 
terer Bin. 
d, Actress 
arborough 
Dewsbury 
ottingham 
et July 3 
0, Baker 
‘thampton 
sll, Hosier 
Pet July 
et July 4 


n, Salop, 
ly 5 Om 


leston aq 
in the 

nn keeper 

[VING 


urt Ree 
nd Annul 
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Smurson, Grorce, Doddington, Camb, Butcher Peter- 
borough Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
TaoMPsON, aan. Se Bramley, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet 


July 5 
are rig of , ae North-west Rhodesia, 8 Africa, 
Officer in the — Native Police High Court Pet 
March 1 Ord July 
Waier, Percy J nn ll Tanshelf, Pontefract, + iammeai 
Ironmonger Wakefield Pet J uly 6 Ord July 
Wup, Tuomas, — Egg Merchant Maidstone Pet 
July 6 we July 6 
Newport, Mon ‘Tredegar Pet June 26 
Wusoy, Toomas, and Ricnarp WIson, een, Derby, 
Farmers Derby Pet June 24 Ord July 
a pr a 9° cana Satiele Gloucester 
Wirr, rm a be Joun Wirt, and Arruaur Wirt, 
uthampton, Builders Southampton Pet 
Julyi3 ‘Ord J uly 8 
Wooo, Epwiy,+Hateley Heath, West Bromwich, Carter 
West Bromwich Pet July 7 Ord July 7 
Woopuousr, Ciara, Scarsdale villas, Kensington High 
Court Pet Junel5 Ord July 6 
Waicnt, Wittiam Faepericr, Pembroke Dock, Stationer 
Pembroke Dock Pet July 7 Ord July 7 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bryson, Henry Mircue xt, Shettield, Medical Practitioner 
July 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
Bese, NatHan, Caledonian rd, = Manager July 20 
atll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Bowss, Epwin, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Cycle Agent July 20 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Fi ln, sheffield 
BroaDHURST, Tuomas 1LL1aM, Walsall, Malleable Iron 
Founder July 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Byzam, Hannan Mary, Hitchin, Herts, Boot Repairer July 
wiatll Court House, Luton 
Coox, AnTHUR, Gravelly Hill, Warwick, cra, July 
Watll 191, Co ration st, Birming! 
DouertTy, Patrick » York bldgs, deh July 21 at 1 
’ , Carey 
Epwakbs, ‘aes Yo ork Ano Hegent's Park July 21 at 11 
Forp, Erxy ad Croweld Sard. i ne Clerk July 21 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care: 
GouLD, 4 p Bo Piltew. | Somerset, Butcher July 
19at12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Howuzs, Francis TuEopore Jouy, Plymouth. Provision 
—— July 21 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Athenzeum ter, 
ymou 
Hucuzs, Witt1am, Hulme, Manchester, Grocer’s Traveller 
July 19 at 3 Off Ree , Byrom st, Manchester 
Iveram, WILLIAM pathy Hounsdown, Soutbampton, 
Saddler July 19at 2.80 Off Rec, Midlard Bank chuubrs, 
High st, Southampton 
Jonzs, Tuomas, Midd ag Hairdresser July 21 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, albert rd, Middlesbrough 
July 21 at 


Lez, Wattzr, Ashford, Middlesex, Builder 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
ae, ’A, Beaumont sq, Mile End, Dairyman July 
% at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey ‘st 

Lucas, aE Hyde, Cheshise, Reed Maker July 19 at 
2.15 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Mazxs, Jonny, Clifton hill, Maida Vale, Sponge Importer 
July 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Maxtow, Tuomas, Selborne, Hants, Butcher July 19 at 3 
Off Ree, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southamptun 

Matruzws, Grorce Henry Burman, Bedford rd, Clapham, 
Clerk July 20 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Marruews, James Henry, Exeter, Commission Agent 
July 27 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

a Epwarp 8, London st, Paddington, Entertainment 

Director July 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 


Porter, Warer Horace, Birmingham, Fruiterer July 21 
atll 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Porrsr, Cora’ Urnquuart Brow x, Savoy ct, Strand, Actress 
July 19 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Paxstoy, Francis NewstTeab, Bridlington July 19 at 4 
74, Newborough, Scarborough 
Nw, SARAH ANN, Dewsbury, Greengrocer July 19 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 
ekTs, Hues, Dolwyddelen, Carnarvon, Quarry man 
July 21 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Rocrrs, Tuomas, Manchester, Plumbers’ Merchant July 
19at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Buox, Witt1am Cuaruxs, Chelt Tob ist July 
2%atl1.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Suanrz, Jonw WituiaM, Severus rd, Clapham Junction, 
Butcher July 19 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Stimpson, Wit1aM, Northampton, Grocer July 19 at 11.30 
Rec, Bridge st, Northamptou 
Tayton, GeoxaE Wi..iam, Gloucester, Saddler July 22 at 
12 Off Reo, Station rd, Gloucester 
Tuompson, James, Bramley, Leeds, Builder July 19 at 12 
Uff Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Tuoarr, Bixny » Woodhouse, Sheffield, Butcher July 20 at 
12 Figtree In, Shettield 
Tiy, oo eey Maruxw, Hornsey July 20 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bid st 
Torrennam, Faaneemn Wittiam Lorrus, Montagu pl, 
yanston sq July 19at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Watixr, Percy Groxor, Tanshelf, Pontefract, Builders’ 
nger July19at11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wake- 


Wanzex, Manrix, Bath, Fruit Merchant July 19 at 12 
Off Reo, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Wraxs, Moss, Bristol, ~ wa July 19 at 11.45 Off 
¢, 26, Baldwin st, Bristo! 
Wnnaoao, Otor, Shetlield Tailor July 20 at 11 Off Rec, 
, Sheffi 
Wi, | ey mr Egg Merchant July 26 at 11 
st ston: 
Wirr, Groaas, Freperick Joun Wirt, and Arrnur 
tT, Bitterne, Southampton, Builders July 19 at 3.30 
Of Ree, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 
“ 1 @roncn, parking, Essex, Corn Merchant July 19 
Wniear, ooo Farvrnicx, Pembroke Dock, Stationer 
July 21 at 12.90 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 











ae 
Ne 250 52" — 
MERRYWEATHERS’ “VALIANT” STEAM Wilberforce Bryant, 





LONDON ZS 


PUMP AT WORK. 





MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
os COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


The ** VALIANT ”’ is adapted for every kind of 


Write for Illustrated Pamphlet No. 829%. 
MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO HM. THE KING. 


Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 
Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 
Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c. 


Lord 
Sir Saeed Malet onney: 


Pumping Work, including— 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARK’ 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TO— 
E. W. Harcourt, Esq. 


y Harrison, r 
Sec Kenale, Esq., &c., &e. 











) Fo .—Conveyancing or General Clerkship 
re many | ol experience in London offices. 
a W.., 67, Crayford-road, Holloway, N. 





AW.—WANTED, ASSISTANT CLERK | L 


Commercial, &c. ; strict integrity ; 
seul nasitante Mise Eastox, 241, Shaftesbury-avenue, 


4 of the PEACE and COUNTY COUNCIL, not above 
forty years old, who has had d experience of the work, and is 
competent to take the Lg 8 place whenever as 
a qualified Solicitor will be preferred ; 


| 


Applications, with not more than three tastimontais, to to be 
sent to the CLrerk or THe Country CousciL, Shire Hall, | 


Durham, not later than 22nd July. 





LAS: -—An experienced Bill Clerk Requires | 


my or | 


Ey as Bill and General Clerk ; 
3 ; salary. —C., 46, 
Cane ove Ole Clapham. 


O SOLICITORS.—Opportunity to Acquire 
the Legal Work of a Trade Protection Society with 
zonsiderable membership in the City ; = occupy offices 
in same building ; <i required.— . M., at Horn- 
casfile’s, 61, Cheapside, E 


TI\O0 PARENTS and GUARDIANS. — 

London Motor Engineers (Limited Company), with 
modern works, manufacturing cars, cabs, "buses, ” com- 
mercial vehicles, Desire to meet Gentleman to Invest 
£1,500 to £5,000; occupation, if willing to learn, and seat 
on board ; would issue £5,000 in debentures.—GooprickEe 
& Cormas, Cc d Accountants, Moorgate Station 
Chambers. 














AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 


payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— As 
Abstracts Copied coe «. 0 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts ove «. 2 8 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand _s., «. 0 2 per folio 
Deeds Abstracted eee ee 2 O per sheet, 
Full Copies 02 folio. 
raft, gd. ditto; 


PAPER. —Foolscap, 1d.” “per ‘sheet ; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin, 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.cC. 


| OOMS at MAIDENHEAD.—Lady, bright 

and musical, Desires few Boarders to share comtort- 
able home, facing River, between Boulter’s Lock and 
Maidenhead Bridge.— Apply Miss Barper, Villanette, 
Riverside, Maidenhead. 


£35, 000 and £22,000 Required for 


Borough ¢ Youneil on Mortgage of the 
Rates, at i per Cent, Inte: to 


be repaid by haif-yearly 
instalments over 90 years ; full particulars sent to solicitors 


or principals.— Write CounciLLor, care of Gould's, 4, New 
Oaford-sweet, W.C. 


£10,000 ee ee scans tor gmnnoo’ 


after payment of all interest and premiums on insurance 











surplus net 4 is £5,000 per annum. — Solicitors or 
principals address R,, care of of Gould’ 8, 4, New Oxford- 
street, W.C. 


A DVOWSON Wanted to Buy: 
house and grounds; within two hours of London; 
Apply ©., The 








ADY DETECTIVE, educated, experienced, 
and Confidential 


Undertak vate and — Divorce, 
~ fees; male and 


(two doors from) New Oxford-street. 


BRAND’S 
Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere. 








BRAND & CO., Ltd., MAYFAIR, W. 


MS eo 

~~. em of Batertelemens in laeien. nei 
Heroes of 

Port Arthur. 





— yr Portrait hr 


GENERAL NOG = 
MADAME Fisaub’s HOUMANIAN BAND. 
The Children’s _— > See, Monster Lucky 


Realistic Tableaux 
JACK THE GIANT KILLER. 
The Mr. DAN 


Admission, Is, Children under 12,64. Open 10 till 10. 


FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LimiTEeD. 
PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Panuramentary Bruis, Mixurss or Evivexce, Booxs or 
Rerxaence, StaTeEuents oF Cram, Axswars, &o., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


Aad all General and Commercial Werk 


Every description | of Printing. 


RS JOURNAL 
Printers of THE ont iY REPORTER. 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, B.C. 
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G.S.N. TOURS. 


Best hotels. Full board. First-class 
travel throughout. 


—_——. £ 8. d. 
BORDEAUX and ARCACHON — 12 
days’ Tour ... i oe 
BORDEAUX, PYRENEES, “ke. ~12 
days’ Tour fies 710 0 
TOTAL a Burgos Tour pe 14 10 0 
Philippe de ra awe DO 
OSTEND piped Tour oe 1 4 0 
3 days’ Tour o 112 0 
EDINBURGH-—5 days’ Tour . 219 6 
6 days’ Tour.. we 3.8 6 
EDINBURGH, DUNKELD—9 days’ 413 8 
LOCH ECK—6 days’ Coaching Tour... 410 0 
STAFFA and IONA—9 days’ Tour ... 717 6 
CALEDONIAN CANAL —13 days’ 
Tour ... . 1212 0 
HARLINGDEN and ZU IDER ZEE— 
5 days’ Cruise ~ 212 6 
HAMBURG—5 days’ Tour 416 9 
6 days’ Tour .. ‘ 5 9 9 
HAMBURG, KIEL, COPENHAGEN 
—6 days’ Tour eel 6 17 10 
SCANDINAVIAN, GOTHA ‘CANAL 
16 days’ Tour ia . 1616 0 
ITALIAN, SICILIAN " ORUISES— 
about 7 weeks . -21 0 0 





Genera) Steam Navig'n Co..Ld., 55, Gt. Tower-st, E.C. 


DAILY = rs 
EW PALACE STEAMERS, Ltd. 


to 
OUTHEND, MARGATE, and RAMS- 
GATE and Back, Daily by 
“ROYAL BS80V. EREIGN rit 
From Old Swan Pier (West side London Bridge) 
at 9.20 a.m., zg at Greenwich and North Woolwich, 
due back about 9 p m. 
Special Train Fenchurch Street, 10.28 a.m. (Sundays 
10a.m.’. St. Pancras, 9. 53 a.m. (Sundays 9.40 a m.), 


SOUTHEND, MARGATE, RAMSGATE, 
EAL, DOVER, and Back. 
Sundays, Mondays, Wednesdays, and 
Thursdays. 
Not calling Deal on Sun days. 
(Saturdays to SOUTHEND and MARGATE and back 


y) 
% KOH 4-NOOR at 
From Tilbury at 9.20 a.m. (Sundays 11 a m.) 
Trains from —— Street, 8.27 a.m. (Sundays 
a.m.). 
8t. Pancras 8 a.m. ee ey koi 
Due back Tilbury about 8.30 p 
About 5 hours on shore at re at Margate, 4 at SRenagate. 


HUSBANDS’ BOAT, ‘* KOH-I-NOOR,” 
. to MARGATE, 
from Tilbury on Saturdays 
Tender “Mermaid” from Old Swan Pier, at 1.50 p.m. 
Special Express Train Fenchurch Street, 3.25 p.m, ; 
St. Pancras, 2.30 p.m. 








For fares and further particulars spply to 
T. E. Barlow. Director. 50, King William-street, E C. 


ZFOOtoGIcaL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 

Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (except Sundays), 

from 9 a.m. until sunset. Admission 1s., Mondays 6d. 

Children always 64. Ladies or gentlemen may be a 

Fellows of the Society. Entrance fee £5. gp A+ 

a £3, or a fee £35.— For particulars a 
Srcurrary, 7 5, Manerer-cqueee, Ww 





















S. FISHER, 188, Strand. 





ST. ANDREW'S HOSPITAL 
MENTAL ‘DISEASES, 


WOME Akt TOR. 


For the Upper and Middle Classes only. 


PRESIDENT : 
THE RIGHT HON. THE EARL SPENCER, K.G. 








The Institution is plensnntly situated in a healthy 
locality, one mile from the Northampton Station of the 
London and North-Western and Midland Railways, and 
one-and-a-half hours only from London, and is surrounded 
by more than 100 acres of pleasure grounds. 

The terms vary from 31s. 6d. to £4 4s. a week, according 
to the requirements of the case. These terms may be 
reduced by the Committee of Management under special 
‘ P ate high te have Special Attendants 

atients paying er rates can have Spec: ndants, 
Horses and Carriages, and Private Rooms in the Hospital, 
or in Detached Villas in the Grounds of the Hospital ; or at 
Moulton Park, a branch establishment, two miles from the 
Hospital. 

There is es a Seaside House, Bryn-y-Neuadd Hall, 
Lianfairfechan, N. Wales, beautifully -“‘eoree in a park of 
180 acres, to which patients may be sen’ 

= further information apply to the Medical Superin- 
tendent. 





Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS ~ YN ~ DINAS, 

Dinas Mawddwy, Merioneth. 

For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Classes only. 

TERMS: From Srx Guineas a WEEK. 
Shooting—Well preserved, over 30,000 acres, 
Fishing—24 miles, including trout, sewin, and salmon. 
References— 

Dr. Gero. amg 8, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
e 
Dr. pf Coenen, 34, Cavendish-square, W. 
For Prospectus, &c., apply— 
Or. M. WALKER, 
Plas-yn- Dinas, 





J. P “9 
Dinas Mawddwy. 





Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


Yor Terms, &c., apply to 
ra D. HOGG, M-R.C.8., , &e., 


Telephone: P.O. 16, RickmansworTu. 





Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering | from meg 





DISEASE of INEBRIETY 
TREATED AT 
NORWOOD’ SANATORIUM 
Under direction of qualified Medical Superintendent, 
SHORT TERM ONLY. 

CONSULTATIONS at 14, STRATFORD PLACE, w., 
Telegrams, ‘ Norotorium, London.’ ’Phone, 240 Sydenham 

Apply SupeRInTENDENT, 93, Church-road, Upper Norwood, 


HOME for LADIES ADDICTED to INEBRIETY, 


Hillsboro’ House, Upper Clapton. 








Mrs. Bramwett Boot has a few VACANCIES for 
Voluntary Patients in theabove “ Home.’ Most enco 
results.— Particulars as to terms, &c., on application to 
Chief Secretary, 259, Mare Street, Hackney. 


‘NENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 26 PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
(Removep From 5 WHITEH ALL.) 


Estublist ed 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 


Share and Debenture Capital £619,870. 


Reversions Purchased on favour?ble terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at  — interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies P’ 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(EsTaBLISHED 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Person 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, anj 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED a 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 
C. H. CLAYTON, 
F. H. CLAYTON, 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 
Assets -« # # £162,000. 











Joint 
Secretaries, 





CHAIRMAN 
Siz tt WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Bazr., J.P., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, B.C. 
Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. 
Borrowers Interest 4 per “cent. Monthly repayments, 
which include Principal, Premium, and Interest for each 
£100: 10 years, £1 1s. 1d.; 12 years, 18s. 4d.; 15 years, 15s. 61; 
18 rt why 14s, 2d.; 21 years, 12s. 11d. Burvey Fee to £500, 


Prospectus et oreny of FREDERICK LONG, Manager 





and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, pict 

secluded part of the country, 14 hours me dg Five Some, 
about 400 feet above sea-level; 10} acres o grounds, 
Heated by or aoe apparatus. Electric light heteehont. 
Healthy employment and recreation. Workshops, Poultry 
Farm, Gardeni , Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Library, Music, 
Billiards, Dark om for Photography, &c. Patients may 
enter under the hae or private! Terms: 1$-3 Guineas, 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, rsh —Apply to 

Resipext Mepica SurexintTENDENT or SECRETARY. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M. fun ans 
Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. 
Spe of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Tevelion 

| and Medi "Refeneuces. For terms and particulars 

: ay Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

mp ELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 





Medical 
M.D. (Camb.). 





Treatment of Inebriety and the Drug Habit, 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
8ST, MARGARET’S, EAST TWICKENHAM, 8.W. 
(Private Home, Licensed, and under Government 
Supervision, ) 
Gentlemen are received either hy may the Act, or as poh ae 
Patients, 8 Arr for P 
ness Men, to to whom time is an object. Beating Tenaie, 
Cycling, Billiards, & 
Vor Terms hy a Mepvicat SureninTexvent. 








' 





ASKELYNE’S NEW HOME OF 
ptt AL 8t. hack, s Hall, adjoining the Queen’s 
Hall.—THE COMING RACE, founded upon Lord Lytton’s 
weird novel, beautiful and startling magical effects. Every 
— at 8.20 Matinees, Wednesdays and Saturdays, at 
receded at, 8 and 2.30 by a brilliant display of Ani- 

a Photographs. 


















BRIEF CARRIER. 


Various Qualities from 18/6 each. 
Mlustrated List Free on appltention: 


‘PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Ltd. 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
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